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CHAPTER I: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
In the current climate of COVID-19, communication in homeschooling environments is
more relevant than ever to explore. There is a gap in homeschooling literature because most
communication research assumes an unchanging vision of school and education. The role of
parent as instructor, and child as student needs to be examined as the current pandemic has
forced families into remote learning or homeschooling, leaving many families feeling
overwhelmed and unprepared. For some families, remote learning provides insight into
homeschooling, although the two are not the same.
Remote learning is when curriculum is provided by the student’s local school district, and
teachers provide instruction through online platforms such as Zoom, Google Classroom, or
through a third-party educational provider. Homeschooling is when a family decides not to
participate in the curriculum provided by the local district, and take full responsibility for the
planning, assessment, and education of the children in their home. While the focus of this study
is specifically on homeschooling, it is possible that the findings could have implications on
remote learning settings as well. The purpose of this study is to provide meaningful insight into
the existing relational patterns within homeschooling families, but ultimately the goal is to
provide meaningful guidance for families who are considering homeschooling. The dynamic of
families, relationships, and instruction changes greatly when the classroom is the kitchen table.
While homeschool can be provided by any guardian, for sake of simplicity, the term
parent will be used to describe any guardian providing homeschool instruction to a child within
the home. Current literature on family communication assumes that parents play the role of
parent and children play the role of child. However, in homeschooling, parents and children play
multiple roles and interchange different hats throughout the day. Parents become instructors and
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children become students. To date, family communication research has not taken into
consideration that sometimes the home is also a place of instruction.
Homeschooling refers to home-based education, wherein the parent serves in the role of
the teacher and their child is the student. It is the practice of parents removing their children from
the traditional school structure and assuming authority and responsibility for their child’s
education. Communication changes when children and parents spend not only family time
together, but also school time. It changes when a parent not only has to parent their child, but
also teach them math and science. It changes when children become dependent on their parents
for their education. Current literature in the fields of family, instructional, relationship
satisfaction, and closeness communication assume a traditional, public school, 8:00 A.M.—3:00
P.M. schedule where students leave the home to learn.
In today’s world, homeschooling can still mean textbooks at the kitchen table with mom
as the teacher, or it can mean logging into an online platform to complete learning modules and
quizzes. Homeschooling can also be a hybrid of the two, or any other creation based on the
family’s definition of appropriate education. Most states regulate homeschool very loosely and
essentially allow families to educate children on an honor system. According to the Home
School Legal Defense Agency, most states in the United States require low-to-no regulation for
homeschool families (HSDLA, 2020). For these low-to-no regulation states, like Illinois, for
example, parents have complete flexibility in the manner, methods, and timeframe of their
educational program (105 ILCS S 5/26-1). Homeschooling is appealing to some families due to
the control of content and delivery, but the decision to initiate homeschool can be intentional or
reactional.
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Intentional homeschooling describes families that carefully selected homeschooling as
the best educational option for their children. Generally, this family is proactive and makes
education part of their lifestyle and was agreed upon and discussed in detail by all invested
guardians. Reactional homeschooling refers to families that made the decision to homeschool
based on a response to an upsetting situation such as truancy, poor grades, or bullying.
Reactional families did zero, or very brief, research before removing their child from public
school (Padilla, 2020). While reactional families may become intentional over time, this family
did not initially plan to homeschool. Either intentional or reactional, homeschooling is getting
more attention in research and popular media and is becoming more common as an educational
option than it was once.
In the realm of communication, homeschool offers an interesting setting for instructional
communication, family communication, and relational satisfaction and closeness behaviors.
Regarding instructional communication, parents can determine how to educate their child. They
can provide a rigorous, structured environment, be completely hands-off, or somewhere in
between. The communicative style they use to instruct their child can impact their relationship
with their child when the school day is over and they are just a parent, and not a teacher. Even
more interesting would be how families that homeschooled report about their relationships after
the fact, post-graduation. Does the homeschool instructional approach influence their
relationship? Do they feel closer to their parent, or further apart? Are they satisfied with the
relationship? The homeschooling setting promises to be a robust environment for advancing
communication theory.
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Choosing Homeschooling
The United States has about 2.5 million homeschool students in grades K-12, which
represents approximately 4% of school-aged children. The number of homeschoolers per year
has been increasing by about 2.5% each year for the last 10 years (Ray, 2020). The increasing
popularity and coverage of homeschooling in mainstream media means more families from
different backgrounds are learning about and trying homeschooling. Previous studies have
determined that while parents turn to homeschooling for a wide variety of reasons, they can be
lumped into one of four broad categories: dissatisfaction with public school, academic and
pedagogical concerns, religious values, or family needs (Brown, 1997; Endress, 2011). It is a
diverse group with differing and overlapping motivations (Collom, 2005). Though the motivators
can vary greatly, they can usually fall into two broader categories: empirical or ideological.
While the initial decision to homeschool can be intentional or reactional, the deeper
meaning behind their decision is either empirical or ideological. According to Brewer and
Lubienski (2017) and their study on homeschooling in the United States, these two broad
categories can be defined as “(1) empirical–claims of greater efficiency, effectiveness, or
pedagogical appropriateness; and (2) ideological–often informed by a religious or political
disposition” (p. 22). The decision to homeschool not only affects the education of the child, but
the communication patterns within the home. Families can have many reasons for
homeschooling from faith, to careers, to learning abilities—and each one of those reasons will
impact the relationship and family communication patterns differently. Stereotypically, the
homeschooling families that fall under the ideological category, would be thought of as highly
religious, but newer studies are discovering that modern families are attracted to it because
traditional schools are not liberal enough (Romanowski, 2006). Regardless of what the typical
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homeschooling family looks like, the role of parent as educator and child as student is the
common thread. Once a family has decided to homeschool, the next step is to determine the level
of involvement and time they can commit to achieve the desired academic outcomes.
Family Communication Patterns
In homeschool settings, family communication plays a large role because generally,
parents are teaching their children. Parents that also fill the role of educator may communicate
differently with their children and those communication patterns could impact their relationship.
Parents as educators makes logical sense because family members are supposed to nurture one
another and provide support (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002a). Family relationship type and
communication style impact how members interact with the world. To illustrate family
communication patterns researchers created, and then fine-tuned a model to help demonstrate
consistent and expected ways in which families communicate within themselves (Shebib, 2020).
There are two axes of family communication patterns: conversation orientation and conformity
orientation. Where those two orientations intersect, creates four distinct family communication
patterns: protective, consensual, pluralistic, and laissez-faire (see Table 1).
These four family types fall onto the Family Communication Patterns based on their
levels of conversation and conformity orientation. Conversation orientation is the amount and
extent that family members feel free to communicate openly about their thoughts and feelings
(Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002a). Conformity orientation refers to whether a family stresses an
environment of cohesive values, beliefs, and attitudes (Ledbetter & Beck, 2014). Families that
are high in conformity but low in conversation are protective families. Protective families do not
believe that frequent interaction is necessary and do not routinely share emotions and
experiences (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002a). Consensual families are high in conformity and high
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in conversation. Laissez-faire families have low conformity and low conversation, and pluralistic
families have low conformity and high conversation.

Table 1
Family Communication Patterns
Conversation Orientation LOW

Conversation Orientation HIGH

Protective
• High conformity
• Low conversation
• High interdependence
• Low Independence
• Stress a relationship of obedience
and conformity.
Laissez-Faire
• Low conformity
• Low conversation
• Low interdependence
• No consistent norms, little
parent/child communication.

Consensual
• High conformity
• High conversation
Conformity
Orientation
• High interdependence
HIGH
• Low independence
• Strive for a combination of
conformity and openness.
Pluralistic
• Low conformity
• High conversation
Conformity
Orientation
• Low interdependence
LOW
• High independence
• Ideas exchanged, but parents
are not final authority.
Note. Four Family Communication Patterns developed by Koerner and Fitzpatrick (2002b).

There is a tension between hierarchy and the pressure to agree with the desire to divulge
in open communication and new ideas (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002b). In the following pages, a
more in-depth analysis of each family type will be explored. It is also important to remember that
conversation and conformity orientation operate on a continuum (Koerner & Schrodt, 2014).
Family communication patterns are present in all families, but homeschooling settings provide a
unique focus because parents are also teachers and children are also students. This additional
time together as well as the additional responsibility of teacher and student add complexity to
family communication patterns. Due to these unique circumstances, it is important to explore
how the family pattern orientations relate to the family’s instructional approach.
6

In a family setting, “family communication environments are cognitive structures that
influence communication behaviors” (Burns & Pearson, 2011, p. 173). The family
communication environments are influenced by everyday interactions and the common
communication behaviors and topics that families participate in. In a homeschooling setting, a
common communication behavior would be providing instruction and exploratory questioning.
Depending on where the family falls on the conversation and conformity axis could influence
how parents teach and how children learn.
In pluralistic families with high conversation orientation and low conformity, members
feel like they can be open and honest with one another about their thoughts and emotions. These
families could be associated with free and individualized thinking. Whereas a family with low
conversation orientation and high conformity, a protective family, would feel like they could not
share their thoughts and emotions and should not talk out against the established family norms.
Families with low conversation orientation do not believe it is important to have frequent
interaction and do not share emotions and experiences routinely (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002b).
These families have been associated with less self-thought and more accepting of information
based on the source (Kelly et al., 2002). The conversation and conformity orientation of all
families is interesting but learning more about how those orientations impact homeschooling
families is worth studying.
Understanding how communication styles play a role in families is vital to understanding
how families interact with one another and interact with the world outside of the home. Families
are supposed to be a safe place for growth, but not all families provide nurturing communication.
For families that do not communicate often, parents and children are missing out on
conversations about life, thoughts, dreams, plans, ideas, and daily updates. In low conversation
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settings, “parents in such families are less open about their emotions and less likely to encourage
their children to express their own feelings” (Kelly et al., 2002, p. 207). If homeschooling
families put parent in the role of teacher, and child in the role of student, then homeschool
families should score higher on conversation orientation, but either high or low on conformity
orientation, making them either consensual or pluralistic. Guan and Li (2017) found that
“conversation orientation is a positive predictor of collaboration and compromise, and
conformity orientation is a positive predictor of accommodation and avoidance” (p. 233). These
factors can impact the level of relationship satisfaction reported.
Protective
Protective and consensual families are labeled as highly interdependent. This
interdependence stems from the fear of disrupting the hierarchy and structures in place that make
the family work, “a family is typically (but not always) characterized by a degree
of interdependence among its members” (Ledbetter & Beck, 2014, p. 246). The protective family
communication pattern places emphasis on obedience and conformity. These families depend on
parents for decision making and share core beliefs and values. Due to the centrality of power in a
protective family, parents are usually viewed as being the absolute authority that children do not
question. Protective parents stress directive behaviors and they typically engage in more punitive
punishment measures; these practices do not foster individualization or psychological autonomy
(Alt, 2016). Because of this imbalance of power and discussion, individuals in high conformity
families, such as protective, are less likely to disclose to their parents, especially if they assume
their parents will think they did something wrong (Bostwick & Johnson, 2018). In relation to
homeschooling, how protective families choose to provide instruction and delegate tasks could
affect learning outcomes and student involvement.
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In a protective family, parents are the authority, so homeschooling in a protective family
setting can be assumed to follow similar structure. In Thomas’ (2016) qualitative study of
homeschool families, one family stands out as high structure. The mother explained, “I am very
structured” (p. 246) and that each day starts with the Pledge of Allegiance, bible study and then
onto strict time slots for math, snack break, Christian education, grammar, and art. While this
family was not classified into communication styles for Thomas’ study, the stress placed on
structure and order echoes protective characteristics.
Consensual
Consensual families are also classified as highly interdependent and they tend to strive
for a combination of conformity and openness. This communication style is naturally a little
tense, because the desire to be open often bumps heads with the desire for control. In consensual
families, parents may spend a lot of time explaining their decisions and beliefs in hopes that
children learn from and adopt them. Parents in a consensual family will listen to the child’s
thoughts and opinions, but ultimately make the final decision. Since children can discuss their
ideas and opinions, but the parents ultimately make the final decision, children may feel like
their thoughts do not actually matter. In consensual families, there is a sense of conformity
among members and families that prioritize conformity tend to share less thoughts (Guan & Li,
2017). Ideas outside of the family norm, may ultimately get swept aside anyway, making
members question bringing up their concerns in the first place.
In a homeschool scenario, it seems likely that the tension between parent and child would
spill over into education. If parents have open dialogue with their children regarding their
education, but ultimately make the final choice, it may be difficult for the child to feel invested
in their learning. For example, if a student discusses a desire to explore science through hands-on
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Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM) experiments but the parent chooses an
online learning module, the student may feel like their ideas about their education are not
important. In high conformity families, parents are assumed to be the final authority, especially if
the family in question values hierarchy. In these instances, children are more likely to resolve or
avoid conflicts at their own expense to avoid tension or arguments (Guan & Li, 2017). While
protective and consensual are considered interdependent family communication patterns, the
other two patterns, pluralistic and laissez-faire, are classified as independent.
Pluralistic
Pluralistic and laissez-faire families are low in conformity orientation and typically
encourage members to share their opinions and engage in open dialogue before making
decisions. The power in these family structures is more evenly distributed (Bostwick & Johnson,
2018). Pluralistic families are characterized by low conformity and high conversation. Members
exchange ideas in open dialogue and parents do not the need to be in control of all their child’s
decisions (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002b). Opinions are evaluated on merit and this family style
can be classified as independent, meaning the family members can function freely on their own
and do not depend on one source for sole authority or permission. Families that are low in
conformity, such as pluralistic, value infidelity and encourage all family members to be involved
in family decisions (Horstman et al., 2018). Previous research has connected this parenting style
with well-adjusted students, high levels of involvement, reasoning, encouragement, and
independence (Alt, 2016). Research on conversation-oriented families also suggests that children
who grow up in these environments acquire the skills to manage relationships with conversation
and confidence (Koesten & Anderson, 2004). In addition to the four family communication
patterns, there are also tools families use to maintain relationships.
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In a homeschool environment, a pluralistic family might leave some of the learning and
structure to be determined by the parents, and other aspects to be determined by the children.
Some of the families interviewed by Thomas (2016) explained that their household operates off
multiple school schedules, letting the children decide when to wake up, start the day and when to
end the day. One mother explained that her young child likes to start schoolwork early in the
morning so that they can be done by afternoon. In the same house, her older child likes to sleep
in, takes a ton of breaks during the day, and has no issues with completing work at night or on
the weekends (Thomas, 2016). This freedom of choice, but with parental guidance, speaks to the
highly independent nature and shared ownership of the pluralistic family style. This independent
structure allows for parent and child choice and authority; whereas, the final family
communication pattern has seemingly no authority structure.
Laissez-Faire
Laissez-faire families have low conformity and low conversation. There is a lack of
consistent norms and little parent and child communication. These family members value
personal space, independence, and relationship connections outside of the family (Horstman et
al., 2018). These families believe that all members have the freedom to make their own decisions
and do not place high value on family conversations (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2006). These
families are highly independent, meaning they frequently act on individual interest and are
oftentimes not overly invested in one another’s outcomes. This family can be considered freerange, where parents find it to be too much work to send their kids to school. They want studentdirected and student-led (Padilla, 2020). This parenting style is non-controlling and parents
typically do not set formal rules or expectations for their children. Generally, there is very little
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use of punishment, chores, and minimal academic guidelines from parents (Alt, 2016). This
communication style represents a weak effort at building bonds.
In relation to homeschool, a laissez-faire family would encourage self-discovery and selfguided instruction. An example of a homeschool day for this kind of family could look
something like this:
The children do as they want, with some guidance from me. They read, experiment,
game, draw, dance, nap–their choice. They attend workshops, support groups, Boy/Girl
Scouts, community classes, etc. They often go to a friend’s house to play or we have
people at our house. (Thomas, 2016, p. 247)
While this learning style could work for some families, studies have shown that passive
parenting is linked to reduced effort on learning and schoolwork, low levels of self-discipline,
and poor adjustment to college life (Alt, 2016). The hands-off approach of a laissez-faire family
and that approach to homeschooling could have a negative effect on student learning outcomes
as well as personal growth and social outcomes. Laissez-faire families are less invested in one
another than the other family communication types, and therefore may be less satisfied in the
relationships.
Perceptions of Homeschooling
Various studies have shown that parent involvement is directly related to student
academic achievement (Anthony & Ogg, 2019; Barwagen, 2004; Lubienski et al., 2013). It
should be noted, however, that measuring a homeschooled student’s success is difficult because
of the lack of consistency and methodology used from home to home. In order to fully
understand academic achievement, it is imperative to highlight Collom’s (2005) research and
precautions for analyzing scores of homeschooled students:
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Not all homeschooled students take standardized achievement tests. Some parents shun
these instruments. Indeed, they may have been one of the reasons that they opted out of
the public schools. Therefore, those students who take standardized achievement tests
may not represent homeschoolers as a whole. (p. 314)
Therefore, the lack of consistency regarding assessment makes it difficult to compare academic
achievement among homeschoolers and comparatively to public school students.
One such study specifically examined ACT scores of high school students in public high
school and homeschool settings and how their achievement related to their parent’s involvement
in their academics. Parent involvement was significantly related to student achievement in both
public and homeschool settings and that, “no difference in achievement is found between
homeschool students, who have natural parent involvement built into the model, and publicschool students who perceived high parent involvement” (Barwagen et al., 2004, p. 52).
Student’s perception of their parent’s interest can be demonstrated through conversations and
support regarding schoolwork, volunteering at school functions, and working with students on
academic decisions.
Further, Barwagen et al.’s (2004) study suggests that, “even through the high school
years, not only is this involvement important, it is imperative for high school students to believe
that their parents have been involved throughout their school careers” (p. 51). Students with
perceived high parental involvement in public school and homeschool performed about the same
on their ACT, which debunks any myths about homeschool students outperforming their publicschool peers. The important factor is not school location, but parental investment.
Homeschooling has the convenience of built-in involvement, so public-school parents may have
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to work a bit harder to demonstrate, or outright communicate to their children, how invested they
are in their education.
Barwagen et al.’s (2004) argument is furthered in another study, that explains that high
achieving homeschool students would most likely be just as successful if they attended public
school. Their socioeconomic status and involved parents would follow them and help them be
successful regardless the setting (Lubienski et al., 2013). The parental involvement is what
makes the difference. Anthony and Ogg’s (2019) longitudinal study found that school-based
involvement and home to school communication significantly predict a student’s reading
achievement. They also found that it is important to develop strong parental involvement when
students are in elementary school and maintain that parental involvement so students can benefit
long term (Anthony & Ogg, 2019). Interestingly, but perhaps not surprisingly, is that children
and parents perceive involvement differently. It is important for parents to communicate with
their child the ways in which they are involved in their education, because children do not
always recognize the effort (Barwagen et al., 2004). Home and school relationships are crucial
for students to be successful.
In some cases, the home and school, parent and child relationship can be too much, and
parents can be too involved. It cannot be assumed that homeschool parents are overinvolved or
overbearing, but there are certainly instances where it is the case. The term helicopter parent is
used to describe parents that are hyper-involved in their children’s lives (Kelly et al., 2017).
Homeschool may seem to outsiders as a parent-controlled, helicopter style of education, which is
why it is necessary to briefly address.
The term helicopter comes from the idea of parents circling around their children, making
decisions for them, and not giving children the opportunity to mess up. It may come from a good
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place, but the overinvolvement can be developmentally detrimental. This type of environment
can be overly interdependent in a non-healthy way (Givertz & Segrin, 2014). In fact, studies on
overparenting have demonstrated lower levels of family satisfaction (Stein et al., 2016).
Helicopter parents are high in guidance, but they can lack meaningful, emotion-driven
conversation because the relationship is built on interdependence. This parenting style would
most likely fall under the protective family communication pattern.
For some over-parented children, they may enjoy the hovering, or they may be unaware
that it is a problem, because they have become accustomed to being directed (Givertz & Segrin,
2014). It is important to note that helicopter children report lower levels of family satisfaction,
less open communication, high conflict avoidance, and more problematic parent-child
communication when the helicopter is their mother (Kelly et al., 2017). It is necessary
understand helicopter parents at a surface level so that our research can dive into deeper
connections and maintenance behaviors.
Understanding the role of parental involvement on grades and student success is crucial
to understanding the relationship between homeschool parents and children. From building
confidence to breaking it, there is a wide spectrum of parent involvement and child
accountability. Once a family decides the level of involvement they will have, they will have in
their child’s homeschool education, they must determine the method of instruction. For some
families, parents decide the educational content to cover and for others, children lead the way
and parents act as guides. The literature on family communication patterns is crucial to this
study, but also works in conjunction instructional communication, how the lessons are delivered.
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Instructional Communication
Homeschooling allows for parents to take charge of their child’s education and lead the
school day. According to Thomas (2016), researchers found that on average, most homeschooled
students had a learning day of about four hours or less but participated in teachable moments
outside of their school day. The flexibility of homeschooling is attractive to many families. It
gives parents the authority to decide when school starts or stops, when breaks occur, how long
lessons last, when and where lessons take place, and other variables. In Thomas’ study, many of
the participants cited individualized instruction as a driving factor in their decision to educate at
home.
Educational essentialism is a traditional educational philosophy that is teacher-centered
and focuses on high test scores and grades. Essentialist thinking is that “discipline and hierarchy
are key elements of effective teaching” (Elgström & Hellstenius, 2011, p. 721). This focus on
discipline and core subjects has long been the image of public-school education. With
essentialism, traditional subjects have more prominence and interdisciplinary and alternative
subjects are not priorities (Larsson et al., 2010). The emphasis on hierarchy also means students
have less of an opportunity to select subjects they are interested in (Fredholm, 2017). One of the
main goals of educational essentialism is to transfer skills, facts, and social standards to the next
generation of learners.
While some families turn to homeschool for flexibility, others may turn to it for increased
structure and control. Traditional methods of teaching are teacher-centered, and students are
passive learners, meaning they are expected to memorize content (Ahmed & Ahmed, 2017). The
practice of memorizing and regurgitating is called rote learning and it is a well-practiced and
well-known technique. Most school systems operate off this teaching style even though the focus
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is more on memorization and test scores than comprehension and depth. Memorization learning
can help develop deeper understanding and critical learning (Sinhaneti & Kyaw, 2012). Student
performance indicators are measurable data sets that can be used to determine if a student is
understanding class content. Grades and grade point average are the most common tools used to
determine student success.
When a student finds success with rote learning, it may inspire them to put more effort
into their education and become a deeper learner. Parents have many options for choosing how to
educate their child in homeschool but regardless of how they teach, their family communication
patterns will influence how they get their message across.
Homeschool allows for students to take charge of their learning and for teachers to focus
on the individual needs of the learning. In pedagogical studies, student-centered or learnercentered instruction are common terms that refer to students as the drivers of their own learning.
As Brown-Wright (2011) explains it, student-centered learning, or better named, learner-centered
methods require the student to control their learning rather than just absorbing information from
lectures. Learner-centered does not mean teachers leave students to fend for themselves. It refers
to developing students so that they are active in their learning, discovery, and can figure out what
to do when they are faced with tasks that they are not familiar with (Goodyear & Dudley, 2015).
In this scenario, the teachers work as facilitator of learning and their job is to guide students and
nudge them in the right direction when they need assistance, but not to get overinvolved so that
the student can learn to be resilient and work through problems.
Teachers play an active role in the learning process. Their interaction with students
during tasks helps break down barriers and help students interpret, understand, support, and
develop learning concepts. One way in which teachers play an important role in the learning
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process is their ability to diagnose, respond to and evaluate student learning (Goodyear &
Dudley, 2015). In homeschooling, parents are afforded the opportunity to watch their child’s
growth in real time and respond to their learning needs in the moment. Teachers need to play an
active role in the learning process so that students can extend their abilities and complete their
learning tasks (Goodyear & Dudley, 2015). Homeschool families have the time and flexibility so
that learning can take place across time periods, whereas, traditional school settings do not have
that luxury. Parents can guide lessons over hours, days, weeks, or even months until their student
gains the mastery needed to move onto more complex issues. The benefit of time is the true
advantage of a homeschooled student.
The Power of the Pause
Garcia and Conway (2019) discuss the importance of teachers providing a pause after
asking questions so that students can think deeper about their responses versus feeling rushed to
provide an answer quickly. This time to process allows students to dive deeper into their learning
and really think about their answers. Additionally, if teachers wait a few seconds to respond to
the student’s answer, students have more time to elaborate and explain themselves. In a
homeschool environment, teachers typically have more time flexibility which would give
students a better opportunity to explore. In a pluralistic family, one that already values
conversation and idea exchange, this time could be a huge benefit to student learning outcomes.
Further, parents in this family type value discussion and would likely engage in the discovery
with their child.
Slow thinkers, or individuals who take pause to examine a question before answering, are
often problem finders, or individuals who like to take a problem and dive into discovery until
they find the solution (Garcia & Conway, 2019). They are problem solvers. Slow thinkers also
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tend to enjoy their own company, exhibit a sense of play, can remain highly focused for extended
amounts of time, and can sustain thought (Garcia & Conway, 2019). Slow thinkers would
naturally thrive in most homeschool scenarios, given the ability of flexible learning. In a
homeschool where families value exploration and a learner-centered method, students can really
shine. When thinking of the power of the pause and slow thinkers, pluralistic families come to
mind the most. It is possible that consensual families, those that are high in conversation and
high in conformity could also benefit from this style, but their emphasis on conformity could be
a barrier of student discovery and exploration if conversation is not highly valued.
Garcia and Conway’s (2019) study on the value of student processing time discovered
three important findings: quality over quantity, process over product, and collaboration versus
competition. The first finding, quality over quantity is explained, “there is a need for more
processing time to develop deeper understanding,” requiring students to rush through work just
to complete a task does not lead to quality learning, and collaboration is a stronger learning tool
than competition (p. 12). The culture of many classrooms in the United States is one of
hurriedness, stress, and competition. Students rush to learn tasks in 45-minute class periods, they
stress out about grades, and they compete with other students for time and recognition. Garcia
and Conway’s research argues that this style of learning is not conducive to student success and
long-term learning. Learner-centered instruction is gaining increased popularity in classrooms
and showing promising signs of success.
Gradeless Classrooms
Homeschooling allows for learner-centered instruction, so long as the parents are willing
to accommodate this instructional style. While homeschool families can issue grades to their
students, and even create report cards and transcripts, they would be doing so for their own
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information since most states have low-to-no state mandated homeschooling requirements
(HSDLA, 2020). In traditional public-school settings, grades, projects, and formal deadlines are
generally part of the instructional structure. One traditional-school teacher learned about
gradeless classrooms and the model of Summarizing, Explaining, Redirecting and Resubmitting
and decided to apply it to his Career and Technical Education classroom (Hunt, 2019). The
practice allows students to create their own projects, explain it to their team members, receive
guidance and resubmit based on productive conversations. This style of classroom replicates a
workplace environment wherein students, or workers, need to be able to think critically, adapt,
and take charge of their work. The power to take control of one’s work and learning can also
create a renewed investment and desire to learn (Haber-Curan & Tillapaugh, 2015). It seems that
gradeless classrooms can be synonymous with learner-centered because it puts student passions
at the forefront.
Hunt (2019) discovered that a learner-centered classroom is the best way for students to
truly engage and find value in the work they are doing. Rather than looking at a rubric and trying
to figure out the minimum they can do to pass the class, students are engaged in their projects
because they have ownership over the work. In the case of Hunt’s classroom, he found that
giving the students a choice to decide their projects helped motivate them to do better work.
Hunt also found that in his learner-centered classroom students seem to take more risks and
collaborate more with their classmates (Hunt, 2019). Hunt’s observations are also supported by
theoretical research. According to Haber-Curan and Tillapaugh (2015), “as one’s development
becomes more complex, an individual recognizes the uncertainty of knowledge and actively
engages in the process of ongoing inquiry” (p. 67). This is known as the reflective judgement
model, or the theory that explains how individuals develop the ability to evaluate tough topics
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and articulate their beliefs on them (Love & Guthrie, 1999). Students that are excited about their
learning and discovery have the ability and consciousness to move onto more challenging
problems when they are ready. For learner-centered classrooms to be successful, instructors must
be willing to take more of a mentor role.
Homeschooling is characterized by parents providing instruction to students. A gradeless,
learner-centered classroom seems to echo characteristics of the more independent family styles,
laissez-faire and pluralistic. While laissez-faire families would likely be drawn to a gradeless, or
learner-centered, classroom, their hands-off style would likely not lead to student success.
Pluralistic families, or families that value high conversation and low conformity, would be the
most open of the four family communication patterns to embrace a learner-centered instructional
approach. Instructors play a huge role in creating learning environments and must be invested in
the type of classroom they create. For the student-driven classrooms, instructors must stimulate
action and encourage students to be critical, active learners (Haber-Curan & Tillapaugh, 2015).
Homeschooling parents that create a learner-centered classroom must do so by allowing for
student discovery and learning, while offering guidance and knowledge when appropriate.
Family communication patterns and how they interact with instructional communication
in the homeschool setting could impact how family members feel about one another. A parent’s
communicative patterns paired with their instructional communication style could cause the child
to feel close to, or distant from their parent. Further, some family types could predetermine
instructional approach because of their communication patterns. For instance, hands-on and
student-led could be difficult for protective, or consensual families, as parents are the absolute
authority. All these factors play a role in how happy a parent, or child, feels in the relationship

21

with the other. Based on what has been previous family communication patterns studies the
following research questions are presented.
RQ1: Will conversation orientation will predict parents’ homeschooling instructional
approach?
RQ2: Will conformity orientation will predict parents’ homeschooling instructional
approach?
Relational Satisfaction
Relationship satisfaction is how one feels about their relationship with another. For
parents and children, relational satisfaction may be influenced by the family communication
patterns. Additionally, in a homeschool environment, instructional communication could impact
how a parent or child feels about and evaluates their relationship. Relational satisfaction can be
observed through behaviors or acts, known as relationship maintenance, that show the level of
satisfaction one feels in the relationship.
There are five dimensions of relationship maintenance: “positivity (being cheerful and
supportive), openness (directly discussing the nature of the relationship), assurances (stressing
one’s love and commitment), social networks (involving friends and family), and shared tasks
(doing one’s share of responsibilities)” (Ledbetter & Beck, 2014, p. 234). All five of these
dimensions need to be present for successful relationships. These five dimensions have been
studied widely in romantic relationships and scholars are now applying these dimensions via
modified scales to family communication and family relational satisfaction (Ledbetter & Beck,
2014; Shebib, 2020). With homeschool families, at least during the homeschool years, the
relationship is forced by the parent. Parents have the right to determine to homeschool their
children until they are 18, but children do not have much of a choice. From an outside
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perspective, one would assume that homeschool families are close-knit. They spend their school
day together and their free time. While clubs, activities, and lessons do provide breaks in the
schedule, much of their time is spent together. Knowing that homeschool families spend such a
large amount of their time together, relationship satisfaction after homeschooling is over
becomes an interesting component to explore.
A positive parenting style can influence how children view their parents and help
cultivate a mentor-type relationship and respect versus authoritarian oversight. Schrodt’s (2009)
study explored expressiveness, structural traditionalism, and conflict avoidance to determine if
they were related to family strength and satisfaction. Schrodt discovered expressiveness has a
strong, positive association with family strength. This kind of parenting is dependent on
openness on both sides to be successful, but when done correctly, could lead to stronger and
lasting bonds. Findings from the research of Guan and Li (2017) indicate that family conflict
communication can be stabilized with strong relational bonds.
Family-time schemas may noy be reliable predictors of communication behaviors in
families that are more independent. Ledbetter and Beck’s (2014) study broke down conversation
and conformity interactions and discovered that at lower levels of conformity orientation,
conversation orientation was less likely to predict relationship maintenance behaviors
orientation. For families that are more interdependent, communication styles would have a
greater impact on relationship maintenance. Children from a protective or consensual family may
engage in dialogue with their parents for approval. For the interdependent families, relationship
maintenance can become uncomfortable as children get older because everyday conversation
topics could become a struggle as children begin to explore or participate in activities that do not
align with their family values (Burns & Pearson, 2011). As children get older, their need for
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control and dominance shifts, and parents should also shift to more age-appropriate
conversations and behaviors (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Further, it can be argued that the
more pressure there is to avoid conflicts or disagreements, the more likely family members will
report lower levels of satisfaction (Schrodt, 2009). Additionally, as children emerge into early
adulthood, they begin to start seeing their parents differently.
Since the homeschool environment provides an environment where parents and children
spend significantly more time together than children who leave the home to attend school, it
seems possible that all that extra time together would impact relational satisfaction.
Understanding what we know about instructional approaches, it also makes one wonder if the
amount of input a child has on their educational explorations in homeschool impacts relational
satisfaction. If a child has no say in their lessons, is it possible that they are not as satisfied with
the relationship of their primary homeschool parent? It is also possible that it has no impact. It is
interesting to explore how family communication patterns interact with relational satisfaction.
Based on what has been previously studied on family communication patterns and relationships,
the following research questions are presented.
RQ3: Do perceptions of parent-child relational satisfaction differ between parents and
children?
RQ4: Will parents’ homeschooling instructional approach predict parent-child relational
satisfaction?
RQ5: Will conversation orientation predict parent-child relational satisfaction?
RQ6: Will conformity orientation predict parent-child relational satisfaction?
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Understanding perceptions of relational satisfaction as well as the way those perceptions interact
with family communication patterns will provide insight into practices that homeschooling
families may want to explore or avoid.
In emerging adulthood children require less parental control, so it is possible that the
perception of parenting style could be affected simply by the age of the participants (Alt, 2016).
In this study, participants must be over the age 18, therefore their responses are reflective of their
homeschool days, versus in the moment. Previous research has found that families who
communicate in ways that encourage open discussions of ideas and feelings, such environments
may strengthen the family by equipping family members with the information-processing and
behavioral skills needed to cope with internal and external forces (Schrodt, 2009). Alternatively,
Stein et al. (2016) investigated why college-age students-maintained contact with parents via
their cellphones. They found a significant correlation between those who reported highly that
they felt obligation and how frequently they contacted home. Families with high conformity and
high interdependence would most likely feel more obligation to call home. The communication
environment makes a huge impact on how and what families share with one another and how
satisfied they feel within the relationship. Relational satisfaction is the overall happiness and
level of content and fulfillment one gets from a relationship, whereas closeness provides a
magnified view of the relationship.
Closeness
Relational satisfaction is measured through maintenance behaviors and tells the story of
the overall quality of the relationship. Closeness provides a measure of the quality of the
affection within a relationship. Of all the relationships people experience in a lifetime, parentchild is one of the longest lasting. Although all relationships can come and go, “parent-child
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bonds, or their absence, tend to remain with us—if not physically, then often mentally and
emotionally” (Golish, 2000, p. 79). Family closeness is different from family satisfaction
because satisfaction deals with fulfillment while closeness deals with the day-to-day
intergenerational relationships between family members. With all of this in mind, it is still
important to explore how perceived family style interacts with communication and relationships.
Family closeness is the child’s feelings of parental warmth and involvement (Strage, 1998). How
children interact, connect with and enjoy their parents' company are all components of closeness.
The greater the closeness, the warmer the feelings, the better the relationship (Wang et al., 2018).
The level of closeness families feel to one another can be examined through certain predictors
and outcomes (Guan & Li, 2017). For example, high conversation orientation is likely to be
associated with collaboration and low conversation orientation is likely to be associated with
conformity. Degrees of closeness can also change over time, with individuals getting closer, or
more distant as time goes by.
Parent-child closeness is important because it is one of the most personal relationships
one experiences in a lifetime. Parental closeness varies greatly even among siblings in one
household. Understanding patterns in close relationships and determining the missing link in
distant relationships is important to understanding parent-child closeness (Golish, 2000).
Examining closeness in parent-child relationships over time can help us understand how bonds
reconceptualize over time. While parent-child relationships can be filled with positive feelings
like love and respect, they can also be plagued with negative feelings like hatred and anger
(Cairns, 1977). Although parent-child relationships are complex and ever-changing, they are
enduring. Arguments or negative experiences that end romantic relationships or friendships will
probably be less likely to end a parent-child relationship since the relationship spans such a great
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time and seems to have more permanence. Parents also tend to appease their children and avoid
conflict for the sake of relationship sustainability (Fingerman, 1995). Due to the investment that
parents tend to feel in the relationship, they make it more difficult for children to break away.
Not bringing up a touchy subject is just one-way parents work to keep their children close.
According to Golish (2000) stress or crisis events, age, and distance are three things that
can affect closeness in adult child-parent relationships. “Children may feel close to their parents
when they are young, a decrease in their level of closeness as they enter their teenage years, and
then increase in their closeness as they reach adulthood” (p. 82). Closeness is important because
it can be dependent on vulnerability in the relationship. Schrodt (2009) found that satisfaction
was positively related to family expressiveness in addition to closeness.
The relationship between parents and children are influenced by memories, attributions,
and experiences that they share with one another. These influences impact how the players in the
relationship use communication and interpret conversations and behavior (Koerner &
Fitzpatrick, 2002a). The shared experience between parent and child are unique to those two
individuals. Further, family communication is influenced by perceptions of family cohesiveness,
conflict/resolution patterns, hierarchy, and rituals (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002b). Studying
parent-child relationships is further complicated by the co-existing relationships with other
parents and siblings. In homeschooling, one could argue that parents have more time to cultivate
the relationship with their child because they have authority over how they teach the world to
their child. The connection between parent and child is exclusive and distinguishable from all
other relationships (Fletcher, 1993). If the parent-child connection is strong and based in positive
memories and experiences, it could be hypothesized that as the child enters adulthood and has
the freedom to decide who they communicate with, they would have a rich and mutually
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beneficial relationship with their parents. There is research to back this up too. Burns and
Pearson (2011) found that what their study called expressive families, which matched the criteria
for what otherwise would be referred to as pluralistic families, significantly predicted family
satisfaction. Further, joking around, relationship talk, and recapping the day’s events were most
associated with the everyday talk that occurs in these families (Burns & Pearson, 2011). The
research demonstrates that families who talk to each other, and more importantly, enjoy each
other, are happier. These happier people and their investment in one another, can also lead to
more successful students.
RQ7: Do perceptions of parent-child closeness differ between parents and children?
RQ8: Will parents’ homeschooling instructional approach predict parent-child closeness?
RQ9: Will conversation orientation will predict parent-child closeness?
RQ10: Will conformity orientation will predict parent-child closeness?
Conclusion
Applying existing research on family communication patterns, instructional
communication, relational satisfaction, and relational closeness provides a unique look into
homeschooling. Insight into how families communicate and how instructional patterns interact
with relational satisfaction and closeness can provide guidance on student learning and family
bonding. Most communication research as well as family communication research fails to take
into consideration the unique homeschool environment, wherein parents and children also fill the
roles of teacher and student. Educating one’s own children, and learning from one’s own parent,
will influence communication patterns as well as satisfaction and closeness.
The COVID-19 pandemic has made the traditional structure of the school day come into
question. Families have been forced into homeschooling or remote learning and the relationship
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between parent and child when education is also part of the equation makes homeschool
literature more relevant than ever before. Studying communication patterns and outcomes can
help families examine how education takes place in their homes, and make changes where
improvement is needed. If exploring communication theories in a new way can provide insight
into best practices and patterns for families to utilize, it is content worth studying.
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CHAPTER II: METHODS
Participants
Quantitative survey data were collected from two groups of participants: homeschool
students and parents. After Institutional Review Board approval, 135 responses were collected
and of those, 43 were homeschool students and 92 were homeschool parents. Not all 135
participants completed the entire survey, as the demographic breakdowns will show. Participants
for this study were sampled from a large public Midwestern university and were offered the
opportunity to participate in the study via an online research board for students within the
communication discipline. The survey was also sent out to a campus wide listserv for research.
Additionally, the researcher posted the survey invitation on their personal Facebook page and
emailed an invitation out to local homeschool cooperatives. Criterion sampling was used to
ensure that participants were over the age of 18 and were either homeschooled for a period of at
least one year during their academic career, or are a parent that provides or provided homeschool
to their child(ren) for a period of at least one year. Some participants, at the discretion of their
specific professor, received extra credit in their communication course for completing the survey.
All respondents gave informed consent, were notified that they could stop the survey at any time
and were assured their survey answers would remain anonymous.
The final homeschool student participant count was 38, and the sample was 81.6% White,
5.3% Black or African American, 7.9% bi-racial/mixed, and 5.3% other. The age range of
homeschool students was from 18-40 with a mean age of 25.08 (SD = 6.05). The biological sex
distribution of the student’s was primarily female at 84.2% and males accounted for the other
15.8%. The time that the homeschool experience lasted ranged from 1-15 years, with a mean of
7.21 years. Students reported that homeschool was taught primarily by a female, 94.7%, and
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5.3% reported being taught by a male. Homeschool students reported that they experienced
homeschool during all grade levels, with the following breakdown: 31 during elementary, 23
during middle, and 21 during high school. The time elapsed since the student was last
homeschooled ranged from 1-22 years with a mean of 10.26 (SD = 5.83). Most participants
reported that during homeschool they participated in a co-operative either all of the time, 2.6% or
some of the time, 57.9% with the other 39.5% reporting that no co-operative participation.
The final homeschool parent participant count was 55, and the sample was 92.7% White,
1.8% Black or African American, 1.8% Asian, 1.8% bi-racial/mixed, and 1.8% other. The age
range of homeschool parents was from 18-61 with a mean age of 41.67 (SD = 7.97). The
biological sex distribution of the parent’s was again, primarily female, 94.6% and males
accounted for the other 5.6%. The time that parents reported that they taught homeschool ranged
from 1-15 years with a mean similar to the student reports, at 7.22 years (SD = 4.88). Parents
reported that the biological sex of the children they taught was 52.7% female and 47.3% male.
Homeschool parents reported that they taught homeschool during all grade levels, with 50
reporting that they taught during elementary, 35 reporting during middle school, and 22 reporting
that they taught homeschool for high school. The homeschool parents reported that the time
elapsed since they last taught homeschool was a range of 0-2 years, with a mean of .93 (SD =
.42), showing that the parent respondents are closer to the homeschool environment, as the
student participants reported more time passed, mean of 10.26 years (SD = 5.83), since they were
involved with homeschool. As with student responses, parents reported using co-operatives
27.3% all of the time, 54.5% some of the time, and 18.2% reported not using them at all.
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Procedures
Before participants could complete the online survey, they needed to confirm that they
read the consent form. Once participants answered in the affirmative, that they had been
homeschooled, or provided homeschooling for at least one year, they were prompted to a sorting
question that asked them if they are either a homeschooled student, or a homeschooling parent.
The answer to this question directed them to the appropriate set of questions. The surveys were
almost identical, but child/parent were exchanged appropriately based on the survey taker. The
data was not paired.
The online survey used multiple-item scales and a few stand-alone slider-scale questions,
See Appendix for the full survey instrument. The measuring item scales helped collect data on
instructional types, family communication patterns, relational satisfaction and closeness. A few
sliding scales provided additional insight into the dynamics of their relationships. The measuring
instruments consisted of both yes/no questions and Likert scales. The survey took approximately
25 minutes to complete and the participants’ responses were anonymous because no unique
identifiers, such as name, were asked.
Measures
Homeschooling Instructional Approaches
To determine if the homeschool setting practiced a learner-centered or instructor-centered
instructional approach, a 20-item scale was developed. The Homeschooling Instructional
Approach Scale pulls scenarios from both learner-centered and rote learning strategies to
determine the instructional approach used in homeschool. The survey uses questions such as
“During homeschool, I (my child) had a say in the coursework I (they) studied” with a 5-point
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Likert-scale from 1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree). The answers helped determine if
the homeschool environment was more traditional or learner-centered.
The homeschooling instructional approach scale measured student and parent perceptions
of the homeschool approach that was used during their experience. The EFA procedure produced
an acceptable one-factor solution. Both the KMO measure (.884) and Bartlett’s test [χ2 = 504.38
(105), p < .001] were acceptable. One factor had eigenvalues greater than 1.00. The factor, which
was labeled homeschooling instructional approach scale, consisted of 20 items related to
student’s perception the approach used during their homeschool experience. Five items were
deleted from the factor for more reliable data. The one-factor solution, consisting of 15 items,
explained 57.21% of the variance with an 8.58 eigenvalue. The final unidimensional solution
produced an overall alpha coefficient reliability of .95 for the scale producing very good
reliability. See Table 2 for factor loadings.
The homeschooling instructional approach scale also measured parent perceptions of the
instructional approach. The parent EFA procedure produced an acceptable one-factor solution.
Both the KMO measure (.799) and Bartlett’s test [χ2 =146.03(10), p < .001] were acceptable.
One factor had eigenvalues greater than 1.00. The factor, which was labeled homeschooling
instructional approach scale, initially consisted of 20 items, but for parents, was paired down to
five items. The one-factor solution, consisting of five items, explained 53.10% of the variance
with an eigenvalue of 2.65. The final one-factor solution produced an overall alpha coefficient
reliability of .84 for the scale, which is a very good reliability. See Table 3 for factor loadings.
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Table 2
Factor Loadings for Student Homeschooling Instructional Approach
Items

Factor Loadings

20. During homeschool, my parent provided regular feedback on my
work.
9. My parent made sure I fully understood before moving onto a new
lesson.
11. My parent helped me with difficult assignments and concepts.

.848

8. My parent played an active role in my learning process.

.809

18. My parent and I engaged in frequent communication regarding my
schoolwork.
4. The homeschool environment was flexible enough to meet my needs.

.796

14. During lessons, my parent was engaged in my learning.

.769

19. During homeschool, my parent took pride in my school work and
projects.
17. In homeschool, my parent acted as a guide during lessons when I
required it.
13. My parent was very involved in my school work.

.750

5. I felt concerns I had regarding my education were considered and
discussed.
2. I received a lot of "hands-on" and discovery learning.

.713

16. In our homeschool, my parent and I both understood the expectations
for school work.
15. During homeschool, my parent and I discussed my interests and
planned lessons accordingly.
6. During lessons, we discussed material and applied it to real life/world
experiences.
Eigenvalue

.699

% of Variance
Cronbach’s Alpha
Note. Factor loadings that met the 60/40 loading criteria are underlined.
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.827
.822

.771

.724
.722

.704

.695
.670
8.58
57.2%
.95

Table 3
Factor Loadings for Parent Homeschooling Instructional Approach
Items

Factor Loadings

20. During homeschool, I provided regular feedback on my child’s work.

.940

17. In homeschool, I acted as a guide during lessons when my child
required it.

.717

18. My child and I engaged in frequent communication regarding their
schoolwork.

.681

19. During homeschool, I took pride in my child’s school work and
projects.
16. In our homeschool, my child and I both understood the expectations
for school work.

.651

Eigenvalue
% of Variance

.608

2.65
53.1%

Cronbach’s Alpha

.84

Note. Factor loadings that met the 60/40 loading criteria are underlined.

Communication and Conformity Orientation
To measure family communication styles, the Revised Family Communication Pattern
Instrument (RFCP; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1990) was used to measure communication
orientation. While the RFCP does offer a scale for conformity orientation, current research has
demonstrated the conformity scale on RFCP to be a bit outdated, oversimplified and harsh
(Horstman et al., 2018). The Expanded Conformity Orientation Scale (ECOS) is the revised
conformity scale, ECOS expands on the RFCP and has been utilized and verified by current
scholars in the field (Horstman et al., 2018; Shebib, 2020). Conversation orientation was
measured with 15 items, using a 7-point Likert-scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
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agree) asking questions like, “My parents often ask my opinion when the family is talking about
something.” Conformity orientation was measured with the new scale, consisting of 24 items,
using a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), with items such as
“In our home, my parents have the last word.” The wording of the scales was adjusted based on
if the individual is reporting as a student or parent. According to Guan and Zi (2017), “the RFCP
has moderate to high reliabilities with an average of Cronbach’s α = .85 for each orientation” (p.
223). The ECOS has a reliability of .89 (Horstman et al., 2018).
Communication and conformity orientation were measured using the RFCP scale and
ECOS scale, respectively. These EFAs were reliable and consistent with the reputation of
reliability these scales are known for (Shebib, 2020). For RFCP, the student group reliability was
run with all 15 items, resulting in Cronbach’s α = .94, which is excellent. For student ECOS, all
24 items produced a reliability of .92, which is excellent. The parent data also provided excellent
reliability, producing a Cronbach’s α = .91 for the 15-item RFCP scale, and .91 for the 24-item
ECOS scale.
Parent-Child Relational Satisfaction
To measure relationship satisfaction between homeschool children and parents a
modified version of Hendrick’s (1988) Relational Assessment Scale was used. The original scale
has a mean interim correlation of .49 and an alpha of .86 (Hendrick, 1988). After revisions, the
modified relational satisfaction assessment scale included five items, all with 7-point Likert-type
response scales. Participants answered questions like, “How well does this parent/child meet
your needs?” The answers for the Likert-type scales vary based on the question, for example, 1
(not at all or no problems) and 7 (very well or lots of problems).
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The modified relational satisfaction assessment scale consisted of five questions, but
through EFA, one item, “How many problems are there in your relationship with this parent?”
proved to be problematic, so it was eliminated, resulting in a four-factor scale for students. The
student EFA procedure produced an acceptable one-factor solution. The KMO measure (.779)
and Bartlett’s test [χ2 =.97.383(6), p < .001] were acceptable. The factor, which was labeled
Child Relational Satisfaction, referred to the student’s relational satisfaction with the parent that
provided the majority of their homeschool instruction. The one-factor solution, consisting of four
items, explained 68.98% of the variance with an eigenvalue of 2.76. The final one-factor solution
produced an overall alpha coefficient of very good, at .89. See Table 4 for student factor
loadings.

Table 4
Factor Loadings for Student Relational Satisfaction
Items

Factor Loadings

2. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship with this
parent?
3. How good is your relationship with this parent compared to most?

.959

1. How well does this parent meet your needs?

.739

4. How much do you love this parent?

.723
Eigenvalue
% of Variance
Cronbach’s Alpha

Note. Factor loadings that met the 60/40 loading criteria are underlined.
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.878

2.76
68.98%
.89

For parents, the same modified relational satisfaction assessment scale was used, and
through factor analysis, the five-question survey was paired down to a three-question survey. For
parents, the same question that plagued the student data regarding the number of problems in the
relationship was also an issue. However, the problem question was eliminated after the bigger
problem, which was the question, “How much do you love this child?” The parent EFA
procedure produced an acceptable one-factor solution. The KMO measure (.673) and Bartlett’s
test [χ2 = 60.259(3), p < .001] were acceptable. The factor, which was labeled Parent Relational
Satisfaction, referred to the parent’s relational satisfaction with the student they homeschooled
and were focusing on for the entirety of the survey The one-factor solution, consisting of three
items, explained 59.26% of the variance with an eigenvalue of 1.77. The final single-factor
solution produced an overall alpha coefficient of .76, which is respectable. See Table 5 for parent
factor loadings.

Table 5
Factor Loadings for Parent Relational Satisfaction
Items

Factor Loadings

3. How good is your relationship with this child compared to most?

.862

2. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship with this child?

.823

1. How well does this child meet your needs?

.598
Eigenvalue
% of Variance
Cronbach’s Alpha

Note. Factor loadings that met the 60/40 loading criteria are underlined.

38

1.77
59.26%
.76

Parent-Child Closeness
To measure parent-child closeness, a revised version of the Closeness to Parents Scale
(Buchanan et al., 1991) was used. This scale is referred to as the modified relational closeness
scale throughout the remainder of this thesis. All participants answered questions like, “How
well does your parent/child know what you are really like? and, “How openly do you talk with
your parent/child?” Cronbach’s alpha is .89 for mothers and .90 for fathers (Buchanan et al.,
1991). The scale consists of 10 questions, all with 5-point Likert-scales from 1 (not at all) to 5
(very likely).
For homeschool students and parents, relational closeness was measured with the 10-item
modified relational closeness scale. For both students and parents, the final scales were slightly
shorter, 8 items for students, and three items for parents. For students, the EFA procedure
produced an acceptable one-factor solution. The KMO measure (.821) and Bartlett’s test [χ2 =
253.166 (28), p < .001] were acceptable. The factor, which was labeled Child Relational
Closeness, consisted of eight items related to students’ feelings of closeness to the parent that
primarily provided their homeschooling. The one-factor solution, consisting of eight items,
explained 64.52% of the variance with a 5.16 eigenvalue. The final unidimensional solution
produced an overall alpha coefficient reliability of .92 for the scale producing very good
reliability. See Table 6 for factor loadings.
For parents, the EFA procedure produced an acceptable one-factor solution after
trimming the scale down to three items. The KMO measure (.753) and Bartlett’s test [χ2 = 108.91
(3), p < .001] were acceptable. The factor, which was labeled Parent Relational Closeness,
consisted of three items related to parents’ feelings of closeness to the child they provided
homeschooling to. The one-factor solution, consisting of three items, explained 75.60% of the
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variance with an eigenvalue of 2.26. The final unidimensional solution produced on overall alpha
coefficient reliability of .90, which is very good. See Table 7 for factor loadings.

Table 6
Factor Loadings for Student Relational Closeness
Items

Factor Loadings

4. Is your parent interested in talking when you want to talk?

.896

7. Do you feel close to this parent?

.880

6. Does your parent know what you are really like?

.858

10. Is this parent interested in the things you do?

.834

9. If you needed money, do you feel comfortable asking this parent?

.791

8. Would your parent help you if you had a problem?

.761

1. Do you talk openly with your parent?

.693

5. Does your parent frequently express affection for you?

.684
Eigenvalue
% of Variance

5.16
64.52%

Cronbach’s Alpha

.92

Note. Factor loadings that met the 60/40 loading criteria are underlined.

Perceptions of Homeschooling
Scaled questions using a number slider from 0 to 100 were used for additional
information that was not answered with existing scales. The purpose of these scaled questions
was to supplement the existing scales within the survey to get a direct read from the participant
on these topics. For students, the results consisted of 39 valid responses and for parents, 58 valid
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responses. The first scaled question, “How would you rate homeschool prepared you/your child
for the future?” had a student mean of 69.08 (SD = 31.91). For parents, there was a mean of
89.40 (SD = 12.22). The second scaled question, “Do you think homeschool improved your
relationship with your parent/child?” yielded 39 valid student responses with a mean of 78.00
(SD = 26.02) and 58 valid parent responses with a mean of 93.29 (SD = 9.71)

Table 7
Factor Loadings for Parent Relational Closeness
Items

Factor Loadings

7. Do you feel close to this child?

.889

8. Would your child help you if you had a problem?

.869

5. Does your child frequently express affection for you?

.850
Eigenvalue
% of Variance

2.26
75.60%

Cronbach’s Alpha

.90

Note. Factor loadings that met the 60/40 loading criteria are underlined.

Data Analysis
To examine the relationships between instructional communication, family
communication, parent-child relational satisfaction and parent-child closeness the data was run
using simple regressions. These statistical tests were run with SPSS to investigate the research
questions presented. Research questions one, two, and three all involved continuous independent
and dependent variables. All three questions were explored with a simple regression, RQ1
examined whether conversation orientation, pulled from the RFCP, would predict parents’
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homeschooling instructional approach. The independent variable, instructional approach, was
continuous and data were drawn from the homeschooling instructional approach scale. The
dependent variable, conversation orientation, was also continuous and answers to the question
regarding perceived preparation for the future. RQ2 explored how conformity orientation,
predicted parent’s homeschooling instructional approach. This question used conformity
orientation as the continuous independent variable from the ECOS and the instructional approach
as the continuous dependent variable.
RQ4 is parent’s instructional approach would predict parent-child relational satisfaction
RQ4 had a continuous independent variable, parental satisfaction, and a continuous dependent
variable, instructional approach. The continuous independent variable was pulled from the
results of the modified relational satisfaction assessment scale and the continuous dependent
variable was pulled from the homeschooling instructional approach scale.
As with the first four research questions, the rest were also analyzed with simple
regressions. RQ5 asked if conversation orientation would predict parent-child relational
satisfaction. Conversation orientation, the continuous independent variable, was pulled from the
RFCP, and parent-child relational satisfaction was pulled from the modified relational
satisfaction assessment scale. RQ6 asked if conformity orientation would predict parent-child
relational satisfaction. The independent variable was the continuous conformity orientation scale
from the ECOS and the continuous dependent variable was pulled from the modified relational
satisfaction assessment scale. RQ8 questioned if parents’ homeschooling approach would predict
parent-child closeness. For this question, the independent variable, instructional approach, was
pulled from the homeschooling instructional approach scale, and closeness, the dependent
variable, was pulled from the results of the modified relational closeness scale. RQ9 explored if
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parents’ conversation orientation predicts parent-child closeness. Parental closeness was the
continuous dependent variable and conversation orientation was the continuous independent
variable. The data for RQ9 was run using results of the modified relational closeness scale and
the homeschooling instructional approach scale. RQ10 asked if conformity orientation would
predict parent-child closeness. Using the conformity orientation scale from the ECOS as the
continuous independent variable and the modified relational closeness scale as the continuous
dependent variable.
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CHAPTER III: RESULTS
Regression Models for Instructional Approach
For RQ1, a simple regression determined whether the parent’s conversation orientation
could predict their instructional approach, either learner-centered, or instructor-centered. Missing
cases were excluded pairwise. For student responses, the results of the regression indicated that
50% of the variance in the student’s perceived parental conversation orientation could predict the
perceived parental instructional approach to homeschooling. R2adj = .495, F(1, 40) = 41.18, p <
.001. More specifically, the results of the regression procedure indicated that student’s perceived
parental conversation orientation positively predicted a significant amount of variance in the
perceived parental instructional approach. Analysis of regression coefficients indicated that the
conversation orientation, β = .71, t = 6.41, p < .001, 95% CI [.45, .88] was a significant predictor.
When confidence intervals (CI) do not have a zero between the lower and upper-bound CIs it
means we have confidence in the probability of the results. The student’s perceived parental
conversation orientation for parents did not produce Tolerance or Variance Inflation Factor (VIF)
statistics indicating collinearity.
Results of the regression analysis for RQ1 indicated that 34% of the variance in the
parent’s conversation orientation could predict the parent’s instructional approach to
homeschooling, R2adj = .330, F(1, 64) = 33.03, p < .001. More specifically, the results of the
regression procedure indicated that parent’s conversation orientation positively predicted a
significant amount of variance in the parent’s instructional approach. Analysis of regression
coefficients indicated that the conversation orientation, β = .58, t = 5.74, p < .001, 95% CI [.35,
.72] was a significant predictor. The conversation orientation for parents did not produce
Tolerance or VIF statistics indicating collinearity. See Tables 8 and 9 for beta weights.
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Table 8
Beta Weights for Student RFCP Predicting Instructional Approach
Variable

B

SE B

β

Conversation Orientation

.671

.104

.712*

R2

.507

R2adj

.495

F

41.88

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 42).

Table 9
Beta Weights for Parent RFCP Predicting Instructional Approach
Variable

B

SE B

β

Conversation Orientation

.538

.094

.583*

R2

.340

R2adj

.330

F

33.03

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 66).
With RQ2, another simple regression was performed to see if the parent’s conformity
orientation could predict their instructional approach. Missing cases were excluded pairwise. For
student responses, the results of the regression analysis indicated that 12.8% of the variance in
the student’s perceived parental conformity orientation could predict the student’s perceived
parental instructional approach to homeschooling. R2adj = .105, F(1, 38) = 5.59, p = .02. More
specifically, the results of the regression procedure indicated that student’s perceived parental
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conformity orientation positively predicted a significant amount of variance in the perceived
parental instructional approach. Analysis of regression coefficients indicated that the conformity
orientation, β = -.358, t = -2.36, p = .02, 95% CI [-.58, -.04] was a significant negative predictor
of student’s perceived parental instructional approach. The student’s perceived parental
conformity orientation for parents did not produce Tolerance or VIF statistics indicating
collinearity. See Table 10 for beta weights.

Table 10
Beta Weights for Student ECOS Predicting Instructional Approach
Variable

B

SE B

β

Conformity Orientation

-.318

.134

-3.58*

R2

.128

R2adj

.105

F

5.59

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 40).

For parents, results of the regression analysis indicated that 5.9% of the variance in the
parent’s conformity orientation could predict the parent’s instructional approach to
homeschooling, R2adj = .043, F(1, 62) = 3.85, p = .05. The results of the regression indicated that
the parent’s conformity orientation did not predict a significant amount of variance in the
parent’s instructional approach. Analysis of regression coefficients indicated that the conformity
orientation, β = .242, t = 1.96, p = .54, 95% CI [-.003, .30] was not a significant predictor. The
conformity orientation for parents did not produce Tolerance or VIF statistics indicating
collinearity. See Table 11 for beta weights.
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Table 11
Beta Weights for Parent ECOS Predicting Instructional Approach
Variable

B

SE B

β

Conformity Orientation

.151

.077

.242*

R2

.059

R2adj

.043

F

3.85

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 64).

RQ3 asked if perceptions of parent-child relational satisfaction differed between parents
and children. This was supposed to be an independent-samples t-test, but the results did not
produce the data necessary to conduct a t-test. For children, there were 39 valid responses with a
mean of 2.67 (SD =.51) and for parents, there were 60 valid responses with a mean of 2.78 (SD =
.37). See Table 12 for descriptive statistics.

Table 12
Descriptive Statistics for Relational Satisfaction
Student Relational Satisfaction (4 Items)

Parent Relational Satisfaction (3 items)

Valid N

39

60

Missing

96

75

M

2.67

2.78

SD

.51

.37

47

Regression Models for Relational Satisfaction
The goal of RQ4 was to determine if a parent’s homeschooling instructional approach
would predict parent-child relational satisfaction. Missing cases were excluded pairwise. As
shown in Table 13, results of the student regression indicated that for students, 36.5% of the
variance explained in Student Relational Satisfaction was positively predicted by the
Instructional Approach, R2adj = .347, F(1, 37) = 21.22, p < .001. The significant results of the
regression procedure indicate that student’s perception of the instructional approach used in their
homeschooling positively predicted a significant amount of variance in relational satisfaction.
Analysis of regression coefficients indicated that the instructional approach, β = .604, t = 4.60, p
< .001, 95% CI [.20, .53] was a significant predictor. The conformity orientation for parents did
not produce Tolerance or VIF statistics indicating collinearity.

Table 13
Beta Weights for Instructional Approach Predicting Student Relational Satisfaction
Variable

B

SE B

β

Homeschooling Instructional Approach

.372

.081

.604*

R2

.365

R2adj

.347

F

21.22

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 39).

For parents, results of the regression indicated that 9.3% of the variance explained the
Parent Relational Satisfaction was positively predicted by the Instructional Approach, R2adj =
.078, F(1, 58) = 5.97, p = .01, shown in Table 14. Missing cases were excluded pairwise. The
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significant results of the regression procedure indicate that parent’s perception of their
instructional approach used in homeschooling positively predicted a significant amount of
variance in relational satisfaction. Analysis of regression coefficients indicated that instructional
approach, β = .306, t = 2.44, p = .01, 95% CI [.04, .43] was significant predictor for parents. The
parent instructional approach and parent relational satisfaction did not produce Tolerance or VIF
statistics indicating collinearity.

Table 14
Beta Weights for Instructional Approach Predicting Parent Relational Satisfaction
Variable

B

SE B

β

Homeschooling Instructional Approach

.239

.098

.306*

R2

.093

R2adj

.078

F

5.97

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 60).

RQ5 asked if conversation orientation would predict parent-child relational satisfaction.
Missing cases were excluded pairwise. For students, results of the regression analysis indicated
that 43.5% of the variance in parent-child relational satisfaction was positively predicted by
conversation orientation, R2adj = .420, F(1, 37) = 28.50, p < .001. More specifically, the
significant results of the regression procedure indicated that student’s family conversation
orientation positively predicted a significant amount of variance in parent-child relational
satisfaction. Analysis of regression coefficients indicated that conversation orientation, β = .660,
t = 5.33, p < .001, 95% CI [.23, .52] was significant predictor for students. The student’s family
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conversation orientation and student relational satisfaction did not produce Tolerance or VIF
statistics indicating collinearity. See Table 15 for beta weights.

Table 15
Beta Weights for Student RFCP Predicting Relational Satisfaction
Variable

B

SE B

β

Conversation Orientation

.382

.072

.660*

R2

.435

R2adj

.420

F

28.50

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 39).

RQ5 also asked if conversation orientation would predict parent-child relational
satisfaction for parents. Missing cases were excluded pairwise. For parents, results of the
regression analysis indicated that 3.9% of the variance in parent-child relational satisfaction was
positively predicted by conversation orientation, R2adj = .023, F(1, 58) = 2.37, p = .12, as shown
in Table 16. More specifically, the non-significant results of the regression procedure indicated
that parent’s family conversation orientation positively predicted a significant amount of
variance in parent-child relational satisfaction. Analysis of regression coefficients indicated that
conversation orientation, β = .198, t = 1.54 p = .12, 95% CI [-.04, .32] was not a significant
predictor for parents. The parent’s family conversation orientation and parent relational
satisfaction did not produce Tolerance or VIF statistics indicating collinearity.
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Table 16
Beta Weights for Parent RFCP Predicting Relational Satisfaction
Variable

B

SE B

β

Conversation Orientation

.143

.093

.198*

R2

.039

R2adj

.023

F

2.37

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 60).

RQ6 asked if conformity orientation would predict relational satisfaction. Missing cases
were excluded pairwise. As shown in Table 17, or students, results of the regression analysis
indicated that 14.5% of the variance in parent-child relational satisfaction was negatively
predicted by conformity orientation, R2adj = .122, F(1, 37) = 6.25, p = .01. More specifically, the
results of the regression indicated that student’s family conformity orientation negatively
predicted a significant amount of variance in parent-child relational satisfaction. In other words,
the more conformity orientation, the less relational satisfaction. Analysis of regression
coefficients indicated that conformity orientation, β = -.380, t = 8.69, p = .01, 95% CI [-.37, -.03]
was a significant predictor for students. The student’s family conformity orientation and student
relational satisfaction did not produce Tolerance or VIF statistics indicating collinearity.
RQ6 also asked if conformity orientation would predict parent-child relational
satisfaction for parents. Missing cases were excluded pairwise. For parents, results of the
regression analysis indicated that .1% of the variance in parent-child relational satisfaction was
not predicted by conformity orientation, R2adj = -.017, F(1, 58) = .03, p = .84. This is
demonstrated in Table 18. More specifically, the non-significant results of the regression
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procedure indicated that parents’ family conformity orientation did not predict a significant
amount of variance in parent-child relational satisfaction. Analysis of regression coefficients
indicated that conformity orientation, β = -.026, t = .19, p = .84, 95% CI [-.14, .11] was not a
significant predictor for parents. The parent’s family conformity orientation and parent’s
relational satisfaction did not produce Tolerance or VIF statistics indicating collinearity.

Table 17
Beta Weights for Student ECOS Predicting Relational Satisfaction
Variable

B

SE B

β

Conformity Orientation

-.207

.083

-.380

R2

.145

R2adj

.122

F

6.25

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 39).

Table 18
Beta Weights for Parent ECOS Predicting Relational Satisfaction
Variable

B

SE B

β

Conformity Orientation

-.012

.064

-.026

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 60).
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R2

.001

R2adj

-.017

F

.038

RQ7 was similar, asking if perceptions of parent-child closeness differed between parents
and children. For children, there were 40 valid answers with a mean of 4.21 (SD = .90) and for
parents, there were 40 valid responses with a mean of 4.46 (SD = .74). Descriptive statistics are
provided in Table 19.

Table 19
Descriptive Statistics for Relational Closeness
Student Relational Closeness (8 items)

Parent Relational Closeness (3 items)

Valid N

40

60

Missing

95

75

M

4.21

4.46

SD

.90

.74

Regression Models for Parent-Child Closeness
Another research question, RQ8, asked, “Will parents’ homeschooling instructional
approach predict parent-child closeness?” Missing cases were excluded pairwise. As shown in
Table 20, results of the regression indicate that for students, 42.5% of the variance in parentchild closeness was positively predicted by the homeschooling instructional approach, R2adj =
.410, F(1, 38) = 28.09, p < .001. The significant results of the regression procedure indicate that
student’s reported instructional approach positively predicted a significant amount of variance in
parent-child closeness, β = .652, t = 5.30, p < .001, 95% CI [.43, .97] was significant predictor
for students, the parent-child closeness and instructional approach did not produce Tolerance or
VIF statistics indicating collinearity.
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Table 20
Beta Weights for Instructional Approach Predicting Student Relational Closeness
Variable

B

SE B

β

Homeschooling Instructional Approach

.707

.133

.652*

R2

.425

R2adj

.410

F

28.09

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 40).

For parents and RQ8, the simple regression indicated that 23.5% of the variance in
parent-child closeness was positively predicted by instructional approach, R2adj = .222, F(1, 58) =
17.79, p < .001. Missing cases were excluded pairwise. More specifically, the significant results
of the regression procedure indicated that parent’s instructional approach positively predicted a
significant amount of variance in parent-child closeness. Analysis of regression coefficients
indicated the instructional approach, β = .485, t = 4.21, p < .001, 95% CI [.39, 1.10] significant
predictor for parents. The parent-child closeness and instructional approach did not produce
Tolerance or VIF statistics indicating collinearity. See Table 21 for parent beta weights.
RQ9 asked if conversation orientation would predict parent-child closeness. Missing
cases were excluded pairwise. For students, the simple regression indicated that 66.6% of the
variance in parent-child closeness was positively predicted by conversation orientation, R2adj =
.657, F(1, 38) = 75.62, p < .001. The significant results of the regression procedure indicated that
conversation orientation positively predicted a significant amount of variance in parent-child
closeness. Analysis of regression coefficients indicated the conversation orientation, β = .816, t =
8.69, p < .001, 95% CI [.63, 1.02] was a significant predictor for the students. The parent-child
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closeness and conversation orientation did not produce Tolerance or VIF statistics indicating
collinearity. See Table 22 for beta weights.

Table 21
Beta Weights for Instructional Approach Predicting Parent Relational Closeness
Variable

B

SE B

β

Homeschooling Instructional Approach

.746

.177

.485*

R2

.235

R2adj

.222

F

17.79

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 60).

Table 22
Beta Weights for Student RFCP Predicting Relational Closeness
Variable

B

SE B

β

Conversation Orientation

.833

.096

.816*

R2

.666

R2adj

.657

F

75.62

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 40).

For RQ9, a simple regression was also run with parent responses, and the results
indicated that 27.0% of the variance in parent-child closeness was positively predicted by
conversation orientation, R2adj = .258, F(1, 58) = 21.48, p < .001. Missing cases were excluded
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pairwise. Results are shown in Table 23. The significant results of the regression procedure
indicated that conversation orientation positively predicted a significant amount of variance in
parent-child closeness. Analysis of regression coefficients indicated the conversation orientation,
β = .520, t = 4.63, p < .001, 95% CI [.41, 1.05] was a significant predictor for parents. The
parent-child closeness and conversation orientation did not produce Tolerance or VIF statistics
indicating collinearity.

Table 23
Beta Weights for Parent RFCP Predicting Relational Closeness
Variable

B

SE B

β

Conversation Orientation

.738

.159

.520*

R2

.270

R2adj

.258

F

21.48

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 60).

RQ10 asked if conformity orientation would predict parent-child closeness. A simple
regression procedure investigated if conformity orientation could predict parent-child closeness.
Missing cases were excluded pairwise. From the student perspective, results indicated that 18.5%
of the variance in parent-child closeness was negatively predicted by the student ECOS, R2adj =
.163, F(1, 38) = 8.62, p < .006. The significant results of the regression procedure indicated that
conformity orientation negatively predicted a significant amount of variance in parent-child
closeness. Analysis of regression coefficients indicated the conformity orientation, β = -.430, t =
2.93, p < .006, 95% CI [-.69, -.12] was a significant predictor for parents. The parent-child
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closeness and conformity orientation did not produce Tolerance or VIF statistics indicating
collinearity. See Table 24 for beta weights.

Table 24
Beta Weights for Student ECOS Predicting Relational Closeness
Variable

B

SE B

β

Conformity Orientation

-.413

.141

-.430

R2

.185

R2adj

.163

F

8.62

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 40).

Like all the research questions, RQ10 also required a regression to be run to parent data.
Missing cases were excluded pairwise. As shown in Table 25, results of the simple regression
indicated that 1.5% of the variance in parent-child closeness was not predicted by the parent
ECOS, R2adj = -.20, F(1, 58) = .86, p = .35. The non-significant results of the regression
procedure indicated that conformity orientation did not predict a significant amount of variance
in parent-child closeness. Analysis of regression coefficients indicated the conformity
orientation, β = .121, t = .93, p = .35, 95% CI [-.13, .36] was not a significant predictor for
parents. The parent-child closeness and conformity orientation did not produce Tolerance or VIF
statistics indicating collinearity.
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Table 25
Beta Weights for Parent ECOS Predicting Relational Closeness
Variable

B

SE B

β

Conformity Orientation

.116

.125

.121*

R2

.015

R2adj

-.002

F

.868

Note. An * indicates significance at p < .05 (n = 60).

Correlation analysis was run to explore the data that was obtained across the five scales
used in the survey. The results indicated that for students, all 10 bivariate correlations were
statistically significant, see Table 26. The highest correlation for students was between
conversation orientation and closeness, meaning conversation orientation has the largest impact
on student perceptions of closeness to their parent.

Table 26
Correlations among Scales for Student Reported Data
Variable

n

M

SD

1

1. Student Relational Satisfaction

39

2.67

.51

—

2. Student Relational Closeness

40

4.21

.90

.80**

—

3. Student Instructional Approach

43

3.82

.83

.60**

.65**

—

4. Student RFCP

42

3.56

.88

.66**

.81**

.71**

—

5. Student ECOS

40

5.08

.94

-.38*

-.43**

-.35**

-.53**

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01
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2

3

4

5

—

For parents, the results found that only five, which is half, of the correlations were
statistically significant, see Table 27. The data shows that for parents, the highest correlation was
between conversation orientation and homeschooling instructional approach, meaning that for
parents, conversation orientation had the largest impact on their instructional approach.

Table 27
Correlations among Scales for Parent Reported Data
Variable

n

M

SD

1

2

3

4

1. Parent Relational Satisfaction

60

2.78

.37

—

2. Parent Relational Closeness

60

4.46

.74

.44**

—

3. Parent Instructional Approach

72

4.42

.48

.30*

.48**

—

4. Parent RFCP

66

4.20

.52

.19

.52**

.58**

—

5. Parent ECOS

64

4.38

.77

-.02

.12

.24

-.04

5

—

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01

Results Summary
The 10 research questions that were ultimately run show interesting trends among the
student and parent data. Of the research questions presented, student data produced significant
relationships for all eight questions, meaning that when it comes to homeschooling, instructional
approach, conversation orientation, conformity orientation, relational satisfaction, and closeness
are all interconnected. However, the results of the eight research questions tell a different story
for parents. For parents, only half of the questions produced significant relationships, meaning
that for parents, factors such as conversation and conformity do not play the same role with
reference to homeschooling instructional approach, relational satisfaction, and closeness, the way
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those orientations did for students. The next chapter will provide an in-depth discussion of the
results.
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CHAPTER IV: DISCUSSION
The primary goal of this study was to explore how relationships within the
homeschooling environment are impacted by the way students and parents communicate with
one another. Further, the goal was to explore how communication impacts instructional
approach, relational satisfaction, and relational closeness. A quantitative survey, using closeended questions, was shared with students and parents who had previous homeschooling
experience through a convenience and then snowball sample. The results of this study add to the
robust body of family communication pattern literature and shed light on relational satisfaction
and closeness. Conversation orientation emerged as an important factor for students and parents
regarding instructional approach, relational satisfaction, and closeness. Conformity orientation
did not seem to matter as much for students, and almost not at all for parents. These findings are
consistent with previous family communication research, but the homeschool environment
provided a unique setting to dive deeper. Overall, the results are thought-provoking and provide
interesting insight not only into how communication makes a difference, but who it makes a
difference for. The goal of this chapter is to address the findings of the research questions,
implications, limits, and suggestions for future research.
Summary of Findings
The goal of this study was to explore communication patterns within a homeschooling
setting between children who were homeschooled and parents who provided, or still provide,
homeschooling. RQ1 asked if conversation orientation would predict parents’ homeschooling
instructional approach. For students, half of the variance in instructional approach was predicted
by conversation orientation. This means that for half of the student respondents, conversation
orientation did impact their instructional approach. Although the survey did collect and report
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student data for RQ1, the students were reporting on their parents. For RQ1, parent response data
is more important, because the parents were self-reporting. The results found that for a
significant amount of parent participants, conversation orientation did impact their instructional
approach, in a positive, student centered way. This means that for parents with high conversation
orientation, they lean toward more student-centered homeschooling approach, this result is
consistent with previous literature and aligns with the idea that student-centered learning is the
most effective (Goodyear & Dudley, 2015). These data show us that conversation orientation
does play a significant role; in this case for half of student participants and one-third of parent
participants.
RQ2 asked the next logical question through the RFCP lens, which was, “Will
conformity orientation predict parents’ homeschooling instructional approach?” After such
strong results for conversation orientation, data surprisingly showed that for students, conformity
orientation did not matter as much for students or parents. Once again, as with RQ1, the second
research question also collected student responses and those student data are reflective of
perceived parental conformity orientation and instructional approach. Although those data are
good to have, it is not self-reported; therefore, the parent data may be more revealing. This is
noteworthy because the data for RQ2 suggests that conformity orientation has a much smaller
impact on the instructional approach, whereas conversation orientation had a measurable impact.
This is important because both conversation and conformity orientation are part of the RFCP, so
it seems the results are similar to the conversation orientation results.
RQ3 was intended to be analyzed with an independent-samples t-test but, in the end, the
child and parent surveys wound up using different items. After eliminating scale items based on
EFA, different items were eliminated for each group, resulting in slightly different surveys.
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Conceptually, the surveys were the same, but in actuality, they were not. While both student and
parent data had mean scores above the midpoint, parents did seem to evaluate their relationship
satisfaction more positively than the student participants. While the survey data does not tell us
why students fail to rate relationship satisfaction higher, the data does help tell a story. It could
be that students see their parents as an authoritative figure, which can hinder relational
satisfaction. Homeschool students, who have their parent serving in the dual role of parent and
educator could complicate the relationship, thus impacting overall relational satisfaction. Parent
data shows that overall, parents look at their relationship with their child in a more positive light.
RQ4 examined instructional approach again, but this time to see if it could predict parentchild relational satisfaction. For students, the results indicated that instructional approach did
have a significant impact on relational satisfaction. Previous studies on instructional styles have
found that student-centered instruction contributes or a positive learning environment (Garrett,
2008). For parents, results also revealed a variance in relational-satisfaction based on
instructional approach, but it was considerably less compared to student responses. This is a very
important piece of information for homeschool families to consider, these results indicate that
how students are homeschooled and how instruction is provided makes a difference in how
satisfied they are with the relationship with their parent. Additionally, all student participants
were over 18 and had been finished with homeschool for at least one year, meaning that the
impact of instructional approach has a lasting impact on relational satisfaction beyond
homeschooling, not just in the moment of it.
RQ5 investigated the RFCP and asked if conversation orientation would predict parentchild relational satisfaction. Results for students showed that conversation orientation mattered
significantly for their relational satisfaction. This result is consistent with previous research that
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has shown that a child’s perceived conversation orientation within their family is positively
associated with their satisfaction in their parent-child relationships (Baxter & Pederson, 2013).
This result shows the importance of conversation within a family and that high conversation
orientation has a direct impact for almost half of student respondent’s relational satisfaction. This
finding aligns with a similar study that concluded, “when parents create family climates that
foster frequent candid conversation between family members during emerging adulthood,
children experience their relationships as more satisfying” (Aloia, 2016, p. 87). The student
results stress the importance of high conversation and the open exchange of ideas and opinions.
When children feel valued and respected, they are more satisfied in their relationships. Previous
research has shown that expressiveness has a strong, positive association with family strength
(Schrodt, 2009). Surprisingly, for parents, the reported data did not show a significant link
between conversation orientation and relational satisfaction, revealing that conversation was
more important for the student participants of this study than the parents. Parents may report
relational satisfaction regardless of their conversation orientation.
RQ6 explored the other component of RFCP, conformity orientation, and its impact on
relation satisfaction. Again, it mattered more for students than parents, but the mean scores were
low for both groups. This is also consistent with a previous study that discovered a child’s
perceived conformity orientation was not significantly related to relational satisfaction (Baxter &
Pederson, 2013). While the results were lower for conformity orientation, compared to
conversation orientation, it is still important to unpack why. One possible explanation is that
family members who are high in conformity orientation are less likely to participate in
relationship maintenance behaviors because conformity orientation does not encourage or
discourage relationship sustaining communication patterns (Aloia, 2016). This does not mean
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that high conformity families cannot be close or satisfied in their relationships, it merely means
that the communication style does not place the same importance on relationships. When
children leave the home and have fewer shared tasks with their parents, they have fewer reasons
to talk because the relationship was not built on communication (Baxter & Pederson, 2013).
Relationships are about communication and compromise and for this study, children who fall
into high conformity families that stress relationships of obedience and conformity over the
exchange of ideas may not be satisfied in their parent-child relationships. Protective families do
not share emotions and experiences on a regular basis (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002a) and this
result shows us that environment could be problematic for relational satisfaction. Though low
compared to other results, this data is important because it shows that more open communication
patterns will equal more satisfied children.
RQ7 was intended to be independent-samples t-test but the child and parent surveys
wound up not being the same in the end, so the test could not be run as intended. After
eliminating scale items, different items were eliminated for each group, resulting in slightly
different surveys. Conceptually, the surveys were the same, but in actuality, they were not.
Parents had slightly higher means than students’ perceptions of closeness, but they were still
around the midpoint, with parents scoring slightly higher. Although the data does not directly
address the reasons why, it is again possible that the dual role parents serve as parent and
educator can have a negative impact on relational closeness. Students may desire a break from
their parent; the constant time together during the school day and free time spent together could
be too much. It is also possible that the lack of paired data could be the problem. Maybe this
particular group of students and parents scored closeness this way, but perhaps paired data would

65

have told a different story. Regardless of the possible reasons why, the current data demonstrates
that parents tend to scale their relationship in a more favorable light than students.
RQ8 explored whether parents’ homeschooling instructional approach would predict
parent-child closeness. For both students and parents, the results produced significant
relationships among the variables. These significant results align with research on the positive
effects of student-centered learning. This finding is important because it demonstrates that the
style of instruction used in homeschool impacts feelings of closeness. In student-centered
classrooms the importance is placed on shared leadership, community building, and a balance
between the needs of the students and the teacher (Garrett, 2008). All those characteristics of a
student-centered classroom are deeply rooted in strong, collaborative communication, which
leads to better relationships, and therefore increased closeness. This finding aligns with previous
research that demonstrated that parental involvement is important in student’s school careers
(Barwagan et al., 2004). Relational closeness is best explained as the maintenance behaviors and
effort put forth to demonstrate the overall quality of a relationship; it is different from
satisfaction because it is related to relational fulfillment. Closeness equates to warmer feelings
and a stronger relationship (Wang et al., 2018), and this data shows how important instructional
strategy is in ensuring those warm, strong feelings.
RQ9 examined closeness again, but this time with family communication patterns. RQ9
asked if conversation orientation would predict parent-child closeness. This response produced
the greatest significance, with 66.6% of students reporting a strong link between conversation
orientation and feelings of parent-child relational closeness. Previous work supports this finding,
too. For instance, Golish (2000) found that a lack of communication can be associated with a
substantial decrease in feelings for closeness. For parents too, conversation orientation and
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closeness were aligned. Golish also found that in their participant’s definition of closeness, open
communication was included. These significant results suggest that high conversation orientation
equals relational closeness. In the study, Golish found that participants included open
communication as part of their definition or closeness which supports the results of this study.
Pluralistic families that engage in low conformity and high conversation who exchange ideas
report higher levels of closeness. This aligns with previous research that pluralistic families, or
those that have low conformity and high conversation, encourage all family members to be
involved (Horstman et al., 2018) which shows that the more people feel involved and invested,
the closer they are.
RQ10 asked if conformity orientation, the other aspect of RFCP, would predict parentchild relational closeness; and, it did for students but not for parents. Overall, the mean scores for
conformity orientation were lower for students and for parents, than conversation orientation, as
they were in RQ6 when the study examined conformity orientation and satisfaction. In low
conversation settings, parents are less open about their emotions and they are less likely to
encourage their child to be expressive about their feelings (Kelly et al., 2002). This information
once again stresses that families high in conformity run the risk of having relationships that are
not as close. Overall, the impact of conformity, which was also demonstrated in the results of
RQ6, is not as significant as conversation orientation, but it does make a difference to students.
Implications
Practical Implications
The current study offers practical implications for families in both homeschooling and
non-homeschooling environments because communication is at the forefront. In this study, the
findings demonstrate the positive impact high communication orientation has on relational
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satisfaction and closeness for students. The results of RQ5 and RQ9 provide evidence that
students feel connected with their parents through communication, and through that
communication they are more likely to feel relational satisfaction and closeness with their
parents. All families have problems, but conflict can be stabilized through communication (Guan
& Li, 2017). Although results of the current study provide data regarding a very specific
communication relationship and environment, the results can be applied in larger scale.
For students, the results highlight the importance of communication and the role it plays
in relational satisfaction and closeness. Past studies have clearly indicated that conversation
orientation is positively associated with face-to-face and online relational maintenance behaviors
and conformity orientation is inversely association with face-to-face relational maintenance
(Ledbetter, 2009). High conversation orientation families are helping equip students with the
communication skills and confidence to build and maintain relationships. If parents do not model
open communication through discussions about their feelings and emotions, children are likely to
mimic that behavior (Kelly et al., 2000).
For parents, this research is important because it explores FCP theory in an unique
communication setting. Parents should take note of how crucial communication is within their
family, as the results clearly demonstrate. Open, honest, engaging communication that allows for
children to learn, grow, and explore, is the best route. Not only does this type of communication
promote leadership and independence, it helps students feel trusted, valued, and closer to their
family. The confidence built in high-conversation families can lead to success throughout life.
Observations from previous research has found that the adjustment to college life is more
challenging for high-conformity orientation families, and they may have trouble with similar life
adaptions and report higher levels of apprehension (Kelly et al., 2002; Ledbetter, 2009).
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Therefore, one could speculate that trouble adapting to new situations as well as increased levels
of apprehension could impact student’s feelings of satisfaction and closeness. Parents can use
this knowledge to empower their students to have highly communicative families for lasting
bonds.
Most communication studies regarding school take place within traditional education
settings that involve a teacher instructing a classroom full of students. For homeschool
organizations and cooperatives this study provides insight specifically into homeschooling
families. By working specifically within the homeschooling environment, the present study
demonstrated the importance of open communication on overall relational satisfaction and
closeness. Homeschool organizations and cooperatives can encourage parents to foster
environments where students are empowered and involved in learning. Empowering students
will allow for parents and students to both feel valued, and it will help improve their relationship
long term. Homeschool families spend the entire school day together and applying an open
communication approach can help maximize that time together for education and relational
purposes.
In the classroom setting, teachers work with students using a variety of direct and indirect
instructional behaviors to enhance student learning (Goodyear & Dudley, 2015). Stifling
communication can cause children to feel like their viewpoint does not matter, which can stifle
creative and independent thinking. For homeschool families, high communication patterns can
help parents and students work together to increase student engagement and learning. With
homeschooling, it should be noted that parents, generally speaking, enter homeschooling
voluntarily while children may or may not enter homeschooling voluntarily. This distinction is
important because it makes relationship building and maintenance more crucial since the
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relationship is familial. For educators, this relationship aids student success, but for parents who
homeschool, they have the additional benefit of a stronger parent-child bond. This is noteworthy
for homeschool families but can also be applied to families whose children leave to go to school
every day. Teaching children to be independent thinkers encourages students to participate and
engage in lessons.
At the very beginning of this thesis, the COVID-19 pandemic and the impact it has had
on education was addressed; it is worth revisiting this discussion. COVID-19 has changed the
way the world looks at education and the delivery of it. Many school districts have utilized
remote learning during the 2020-2021 school year, or some form of blended learning which
incorporates both in-person and remote learning. Whatever the case, this study has demonstrated
the true importance of communication within families and how high communication generally is
related to higher relational satisfaction and closeness. For families that are experiencing remote
learning, or homeschooling, the most important insight this study can provide is to communicate
openly.
Theoretical Implications
The present study has theoretical implications as well, most notably for family
communication, in particular regarding RFCP and ECOS, instructional communication,
relational satisfaction, relational closeness and—although not anticipated—Communication
Privacy Management (CPM). In all instances, the importance of communication resonates
throughout the results and implications, highlighting that families should focus on developing
high communication patterns that allow for all family members to be involved in the learning
process. Open communication will allow for deeper relationships, understanding, emotional
intelligence, and lasting impressions of relational satisfaction and closeness.
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First, and most crucially, are the implications this research has for family communication
patterns theory (FCPT) and the use of RFCP and ECOS scales. Research in family
communication patterns has shown how the overall communication climate within a family can
affect relationships (Shebib, 2020), and the findings of the present study were no different. High
conversation orientation was positively associated with relational satisfaction and closeness for
both students and parents, but students still rated these higher. Consistent with expectations, a
family with high conversation would generally feel more satisfied and report higher levels of
closeness. Thus, the present findings are consistent with previous research that suggests children
who grow up in high conversation orientations tend to have better skills to manage relationships
with confidence (Koesten & Anderson, 2004). Pluralistic families are those that are high in
conversation and low in conformity. They are a highly independent family where members ideas
are exchanged, and discussed (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002b). In a homeschool environment, the
open communication and open exchange of ideas regarding education and learning are all tied to
the foundations of FCPT. While RFCP was initially one large scale that measured both
conversation and conformity, the ECOS does a better job at measuring conformity, and the
present study can further vouch for the utility of ECOS.
The ECOS was developed to overcome drawbacks of the initial conformity measure that
was used in the RFCP (Horstman et al., 2018). Originally, the conformity measures within the
RFCP were oversimplified, and did not provide a full picture of conformity orientation (Koerner
& Schrodt, 2014). Consistent with the idea that conversation and conformity orientation are
inversely related, the results of this study agreed. Four research questions were used to explore
the relationships between conversation and conformity orientation with relational satisfaction
and closeness. Conversation orientation proved to be a significant factor for satisfaction and
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closeness, while conformity orientation was not, supporting the inverse relationship conversation
and conformity have. Therefore, when conversation orientation scores were high, the conformity
orientation scores for those same questions scored low, as was displayed in the results.
Consequently, communication plays an important role in fostering satisfaction and closeness
among parents and students in a homeschool environment. Consistent with previous research,
parenting is all about a Goldilocks approach of conversation and conformity, parenting is a
delicate balance between leniency and control (Givertz & Segrin, 2014). This delicate balance
also spills over into educational theory.
Consistent with the literature, parental involvement appears to be related to academic
achievement for homeschooling families. While the present study did not ask for grades or class
ranks, student participants connected conversation orientation to their homeschooling
instructional approach very highly. There was a slider question that asked participants to rate on
a 100-point scale, how well homeschool prepared students for the future. This question received
favorable responses, suggesting the high conversation approach can lead to well-prepared
children. Parental involvement has been found to be an important factor in academic
achievement and parents should communicate their involvement with their child (Barwagen et
al., 2004). While this study focused specifically on homeschool students and parents, the
findings can be applied on a broader scale. Even students that attend a traditional school
environment benefit from engaged parents at home. The implications for the learner-centered
approach to education expands beyond the scope of this study and provides implications for
parents and teachers alike.
The learner-centered approach allows the student to take control of their learner rather
than passively absorb (Brown-Wright, 2011). Developing students in a way that they are active
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in their learning and discovery is important not only for learning but for relationships as well.
Homeschooling families have time and flexibility to spread lessons out over longer—or
shorter—periods of time based on the needs of their individual student, whereas traditional
classrooms must work at a pace for the whole. Parents that want to engage more in their child’s
learning can apply more conversation tactics to help grow and enhance their child’s development
outside of the classroom.
Relational satisfaction is measured by how one feels about their overall relationship with
another person. Results of this study indicate that conversation plays a large role in relational
satisfaction for students while conformity also plays a role, albeit a much smaller one than
conversation. Thus, conversation is important for relationship satisfaction, because there must be
a level of relational maintenance, which is voluntary behaviors and acts used to show the level of
satisfaction (Ledbetter & Beck, 2014). Typically, with homeschooling, the parent has the power
because it can be assumed, they made the decision to homeschool, whereas the child may not
have had a say in the matter. The present study examined former homeschool students, which is
a key feature of the study, because the participants are not currently in the role of homeschool
student, yet they still rated conversation orientation as a high predictor of relational satisfaction.
Thus, we can assume that the participants are currently participating in maintenance behaviors
because they are satisfied with their relationships, which should mean they come from high
conversation orientation families. Expressiveness has a strong, positive association with family
strength (Schrodt, 2009) and expressiveness is cultivated by conversation, which allows us to
infer that these families are not only communicating frequently and openly, they are strong.
Relational closeness, which deals with daily interactions and effort, also deserves a closer look.
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Relational closeness refers to the quality of affection as well as daily relationships among
family members. Closeness deals with warmth and involvement (Strage, 1998). Conversation
orientation had a direct and strong correlation with closeness in this study. While conversation
and conformity orientation did play a role in the research questions regarding instructional
approach and relational satisfaction, they did not compare to the results that involved closeness.
For two-thirds of student participants, and over one-quarter of parents, conversation orientation
had a positive correlation to parent-child closeness. This data is crucial because it allows us to
infer that more than anything else, communication equals closeness. Closeness deals with the
day-to-day relationships, but this study dealt with former homeschool students, demonstrating
how the power of communication can span gaps in time and keep people close. Constant daily
communication, joking around, relationship talk, and sharing life experiences demonstrate that
families who talk are generally happier (Burns & Pearson, 2011). The findings on closeness truly
drive home the reoccurring theme that conversation matters. Not only did this research provide
the anticipated theoretical implications for FCPT, instructional communication, satisfaction and
closeness, but it provided unexpected implications for CPM theory.
Privacy management does play a role in the homeschool family because families use
privacy to decide to whom they disclose, and for what purpose. Privacy disclosure is dependent
on motivation and relationship quality (Hammonds, 2015). A previous study on CPM found that
the family relationship culture positively predicts a child’s likelihood to disclose private
information to their parents (Hammonds, 2015). It is important for homeschool students and
parents to feel that their privacy is safe; otherwise, it could cause breakdowns in family
relationships and student learning (Padilla, 2020). Family communication is influenced by
factors such as hierarchy, cohesiveness, and competence; and high communication families
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could be the best environment for homeschool students, since their interaction to the outside
world can be a bit more limited. For example, if a homeschooled student is struggling
emotionally and they do not have access to a guidance counselor, the way that a public-school
child does, the homeschooled student needs to feel confident enough to talk to their parent or at
least tell them what they need to get help. Public school students have free access within their
educational programming to school counselors, resources offices, and therapists. Plus, they can
access those resources by either requesting services or by being referred for services. Generally,
it is a seamless process and families are not charged for these services. All families, but
especially those homeschooling, should pay attention to how interconnected communication is to
the overall emotional and mental health of their students.
Overall, the present study was one of the first, if not the first, to examine homeschooling
relationships between children and parents through the lens of FCPT and the impact on
instructional approach, satisfaction, and closeness, which pushes the boundaries of
communication education literature. Not only does this exciting data allow us to see new ways to
apply existing theories, it also provides insight into how these theories can be pushed beyond
their current applications. Most studies regarding communication education assume a traditional
setting where children go to school and are educated by teachers, whereas this study addresses
students staying home to be educated by their parents. This demonstrates how the existing
framework of our current theories needs to be expanded and applied to smaller niche groups to
see how the theories perform in different environments.
Limitations
The present study produced informative and thought-provoking data on communication
and parent-child relationships within the homeschool environment. However, the study was not
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without limitations and those limitations need to be addressed in future studies that work with
similar participant populations. Four prominent limitations can be identified: lopsided data,
unpaired data, low response rate, and unreliable scales. The following paragraphs will dissect
these limitations and how they may have impacted the results.
First and foremost, the data was lopsided. The survey had 38 usable student responses
and 55 usable parent responses. Second, the data was not paired, so the responses of strangers
were being compared, whereas surveying a former homeschool student and their parent that
provided them with their homeschool experience could have produced different results. By not
pairing the data, responses came from a wide variety of experiences which could have had a
strong influence on the results. Not only were the numbers lopsided, they were low, which was
another limitation.
Third, this study yielded 93 usable responses total, which is not a very large data pool.
This study was met with hesitation from the homeschool community, and understandably so,
considering they often face stigma. The fear of participating could be rooted in the concern that
the study could have presented homeschool families in a negative light, therefore limiting the
potential of this study. With more participants, and endorsement of more local or national
homeschool organizations, the results of the study could have been more balanced regarding
student and parent participation. Future researchers will need to thoroughly explain the purpose
of their study and have a stronger backing of support and endorsement from the homeschool
community to help gain a larger participant pool. While the small number of participants is a
weakness of the present study, it should be noted that the survey was left open for over two
months, with multiple reminders and requests to share. Due to the limited population this survey
was seeking, it is impossible to determine how many more participants this survey could have
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realistically attracted, given the specific requirements set forth. The current study not only lacked
participants; it lacked reliable scales.
Although the RFCP and ECOS performed exactly as they should, considering they are
frequently used and cited, the scales developed for this survey did not perform as well. The
fourth limitation of this study was the three scales: Homeschooling Instructional Approach Scale,
the Modified Relational Satisfaction Assessment Scale, and the Modified Relational Closeness
Scale. The instructional approach scale was made from scratch for this study and while it shows
promise, it started with 20 items and had to be paired down to 15 for students and five items for
parents to produce an acceptable one-factor solution. This meant that student and parent
responses were not compared apples to apples and would need significant work to be used again
in a reliable way. The Modified Relational Satisfaction Assessment Scale also had its struggles,
starting off as a five-question scale but wound up being a four-question scale for students and a
three-question scale for parents. For parents, the question, “How much do you love this child?”
proved to be problematic. It was eliminated but could have also been off-putting to some parent
respondents. Finally, the Modified Relational Closeness Scale started off as a 10-item scale but
was paired down to eight items for students and three items for parents. The pairing down of
scales meant that in the data, the responses were not being compared equally and students and
parents wound up answering different questions. The low number of participants also made it
difficult to test scale reliability, had there been a greater response, it is possible that the scales
would have performed better. These scales need to be greatly revised or replaced with more
reliable scales. The scales were problematic because in some cases they may have presented a
bias, but bias could also have come through due to self-reporting.
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Finally, a limitation of this study is that it relied on self-reported data. Students reported
about themselves and parents reported about themselves. Considering this population is
accustomed to being stigmatized and criticized by practitioners of more traditional education
styles, there could have been a level of social-desirability bias, especially among the parents. No
one wants to feel attacked for their educational choices or resources, but for parents, negative
data on homeschool could also feel like a negative assessment on parenting. Although this study
had its fair share of limitations, those limitations do not negate the important findings, and they
can be addressed in future research.
Suggestions for Future Research
Most importantly, future research needs to have a strong endorsement from a larger
homeschool community so that a larger sample size can be used. The greatest point of weakness
for this study was the low number of responses. Although homeschooling is growing in
popularity, it is still a niche group in education, and it can be difficult to get through. In order to
get the support of the homeschool community future research may need to be done in
collaboration with a homeschool organization or presented to a local group at a cooperative
meeting or gathering so that families fully understand the goals. Perhaps a longitudinal research
or ethnographic methods would help build trust and produce increased response rates. It is
possible that some qualified candidates chose not to complete this survey out of fear of further
stigma. In addition to easing the minds of potential participants, the survey scales need revision.
The second recommendation for future researchers is to use existing, tested scales that
will not need to be altered as much in the data examination. As discussed in the limitations,
survey itself was not without issues. Many of the scales needed to be paired down in different
ways which made comparing data difficult. Due to the inconsistencies in the scales, the results
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do not compare student and parent responses question to question, which was the ideal outcome.
Additionally, because the homeschooling group is hard to get to, when there is an opportunity to
connect, it is important to make the most of that opportunity and collect all the data possible.
Future researchers could also explore different data collection methods.
One such method that could be beneficial for future research would be collecting paired
data, which would be the third suggestion for future research. Surveying parents and children
from the same household could result in more consistencies and greater reliability. Additionally,
researchers could perform a mixed-method study wherein quantitative and qualitative data are
explored using the same sample. Focus groups, interviews, or even case studies seem to be
promising methods as they would require at least mild relationship building and trust for
participation. Interviews with even a portion of the respondents could provide insight and
direction into how data landed where it did. Homeschooling families are not easily accessible or
observable which creates challenges in studying these families. Going forward, this research
provides a strong starting point, but there is much left to be discovered.
Future researchers need to explore family communication patterns within homeschool
environments and traditional school environments between parents and children. Comparisons
can be drawn from the different groups to examine differences in communication styles between
families and overall reports of satisfaction and closeness. Findings can help inform all families,
regardless of their instructional choice, on the best way to create happy relationships. Future
researchers should also explore the usefulness of a qualitative approach so that deeper
understanding and meaning can be applied to data points. Interviews and focus groups would be
a great way to uncover deeper-level data and implications. This same group could also be studied
through different lenses.
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One such way to expand on this line of research in the future would be an evaluation
through an educational lens. The goal of this research was to explore family communication
within the homeschool dynamic, but homeschooling can also be explored in other ways. What
the Homeschooling Instructional Approach Scale attempted to do was determine if students’
homeschooling education environment was more learner-centered or instructor-centered, but as
the limitations point out, it was not a reliable measuring stick. Future researchers can either
revise this scale to make it reliable or use other existing scales that measure learner-centered and
instructor-centered classrooms to uncover patterns that emerge among homeschool. The number
slider question that asked how much they felt homeschool prepared them for the future could
also be another study, and not just for homeschool. Data could be used from public education
students and homeschool students to draw comparisons and patterns.
Finally, future research on homeschooling should explore the element of choice.
Choosing to homeschool is generally a decision made by parents, and children may or may not
want to be homeschooled. This is different than the typical student’s public-school experience,
where students leave for school each day. Future researchers should ask homeschooling
participants how they feel about being homeschooled, if they had a say in it, and what led them
to homeschool. It seems that these factors could all play a role in variables such as academic
achievement, educational approach, and family relationships. This study provides a wide variety
of areas to explore and is just the beginning for homeschool research within the field of
communication.
Conclusion
The present study adds to the existing literature on RFCP, instructional communication,
relational satisfaction, relational closeness, and CPM. The aim of this thesis was to explore
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family communication patterns within the homeschool environment and how those patterns
influenced variables such as instructional approach, relational satisfaction, and closeness. A
closed-ended quantitative study gathered participants through snowball and convenience
sampling and yielded a respectable number of responses for this niche educational community.
Family communication orientations impacted how homeschool students and parents rated their
feelings of relational satisfaction and closeness with one another. The student responses were
more drastically determined by conversation and conformity orientation than the parents’
responses, but both did see movement in both areas. Future researchers should use this study as a
springboard to explore homeschooling and resist assuming the traditional school setting
comprises the only educational group worthy of study. The key takeaway from this study is that
communication is critical for successful familial relationships. Conversation orientation proved
to be the single most important factor for students regarding their feelings of relational
satisfaction and closeness, demonstrating that communication is key, especially when education
takes place at the kitchen table.
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APPENDIX: SURVEY INSTRUMENT
Sorting Questions
1) Did you participate as a student or parent/instructor in homeschooling for at least one
year?
- Yes (please continue with the survey)
- No (please exit the survey)
2) Were you a homeschool student or homeschool parent? (Routes to appropriate survey)
- Homeschool student
- Homeschool parent/instructor
Note for parents: Please keep in mind the one child when answering these questions.
Please keep that same child in mind throughout the survey.
Homeschooling Instructional Approach Scale
I would like to learn more about the way instruction was provided in your homeschool setting.
Please use the scale to indicate your agreement with the following statements.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neutral

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

4
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

During homeschool, I (my child) had a say in the coursework I (they) studied.
I (My child) received a lot of “hands-on” and discovery learning.
I (my child) had a great deal of input in my (their) homeschool education.
The homeschool environment was flexible enough to meet my needs (my child’s needs).
I (my child) felt concerns I (they) had regarding my (their) education were considered
and discussed.
6. During lessons, we discussed material and applied it to real life/world experiences.
7. I (My child) worked independently at my (their) own pace.
8. My parent (I) played an active role in my (their) learning process.
9. My parent (I) made sure I fully understood before moving onto a new lesson.
10. My day (Their day) consisted of my parent (me) directly providing instruction.
11. My parent (I) helped me (them) with difficult assignments and concepts.
12. My parent (I) regularly monitored my (their) progress through assessment.
13. My parent (I) was very involved in my (their) school work.
14. During lessons, my parent (I) was engaged in my (their) learning.
15. During homeschool, my parent and I (my child and I) discussed my (their) interests and
planned lessons accordingly.
16. In our homeschool, my parent and I (my child and I) both understood the expectations for
school work.
17. In homeschool, my parent (I) acted as a guide during lessons when I (they) required it.
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18. My parent and I (My child and I) engaged in frequent communication regarding my
schoolwork.
19. During homeschool, my parent (I) took pride in my (their) school work and projects.
20. During homeschool, my parent (I) provided regular feedback on my (their) work.
Items 1-10 averaged for learner-centered instructional type.
Items 11-20 averaged for traditional instructional type.
Revised Family Communication Patterns Scale (Conversation Orientation)
Directions: I would like to learn more about how your family communicated during the time
homeschooling took place. Please use this scale to indicate your agreement with the following
statements.
Note: Statements will be worded appropriately for participant (parent/child)
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Somewhat
Disagree

3
Disagree

4
Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

5
Agree

6
7
Somewhat Strongly
Agree
Agree

1. In our family we often talked about topics like politics and religion where some people
disagreed with others.
2. My parents (I) often said something like “Every member of the family should have some
say in family decisions.”
3. My parents (I) often asked my (my child’s) opinion when the family is talking about
something.
4. My parents (I) encouraged me (my child) to challenge their (my) ideas and beliefs.
5. My parents (I) often said something like “You should always look at both sides of an
issue.”
6. I (My child) usually told my parents (me) what I was (they were) thinking about things.
7. I (My child) could tell my parents (me) almost anything.
8. In our family we often talked about our feelings and emotions.
9. My parents (My child) and I often had long, relaxed conversations about nothing in
particular.
10. I (think my child) really enjoyed talking with my parents (me), even when we disagreed.
11. My parents (I) encouraged me (my child) to express my feelings.
12. My parents (I) tended to be very open about their (my) emotions.
13. We often talked as a family about things we had done during the day.
14. In our family, we often talked about our plans and hopes for the future.
15. My parents (I) liked to hear my (my child’s) opinion, even when I didn’t agree with them.
Items 1 – 15 averaged for conversation orientation subscale from RFCP.
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Expanded Conformity Orientation Scale
Directions: I would like to learn more about how your family communicated during the time
homeschooling took place. Please use this scale to indicate your agreement with the following
statements.
Note: Statements will be worded appropriately for participant (parent/child)
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Somewhat
Disagree

3
Disagree

4
Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

5
Agree

6
7
Somewhat Strongly
Agree
Agree

1.
2.
3.
4.

My parents (I) expected us to respect our (their) elders.
In our home, I (my child) was expected to speak respectfully to my parents (me).
My parents (I) had clear expectations about how a child was to behave.
When I (my child) was at home, I (they) was (were) expected to obey my parents’ (my)
rules.
5. My parents (I) insisted that I (my child) respect those who have been placed in positions
of authority.
6. My parents (I) emphasized certain attitudes that they (I) wanted the children in our family
to adopt.
7. In our home, my parents (the parents) had the last word.
8. My parents (I) expected me (my child) to trust their (my) judgment on important matters.
9. I (my child) was expected to follow my parents’ (my) wishes.
10. My parents (I) felt it is important to be the boss.
11. My parents (I) became irritated with my (my child’s) views if they were different from
their (my) views.
12. My parents (I) tried to persuade me (my child) to view things the way they (I) saw them.
13. My parents (I) said things like “You’ll know better when you grow up.”
14. My parents (I) said things like “You may not understand why we are doing this right
now, but someday you will.”
15. My parents (I) said things like “My ideas are right and you should not question them.”
16. In my family, family members were expected to hold similar values.
17. I (My child) was expected to adopt my parents’ (my) views.
18. My parents (I) encouraged me (my child) to adopt their (my) values.
19. Our family had a particular way of seeing the world.
20. I (My child may have) felt pressure to adopt my parents’ (my) views.
21. I (My child) was expected to challenge my parent’s (my) beliefs.
22. In our home, we were (my child was) allowed to question my parents’ (my) authority.
23. My parents (I) encouraged open disagreement.
24. In our home, we were (my child was) encouraged to question my parents’ (my) authority.
Items 1-24 averaged for conformity orientation subscale from ECOS.
Recoded Items 21-24.
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Modified Relational Satisfaction Assessment Scale
Directions: Please use the following scales to answer these questions about your satisfaction with
the parent that homeschooled you/ child that you homeschooled.
1. How well does this parent/child meet your needs?
1 = Not at all, 4 = Moderately, 7 = Very well
2. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship with this parent/child?
1 = Very low satisfaction, 4 = Moderate satisfaction, 7 = Very high satisfaction
3. How good is your relationship with this parent/child compared to most?
1 = Very bad, 4 = About average, 7 = Very good
4. How much do you love this parent/child?
1 = Not at all, 4 = Moderately, 7 = Very much
5. How many problems are there in your relationship with this parent/child?*
1 = Lots of problems, 4 = Moderate problems, 7 = No problems
Items 1-5 (but recoding item 5) averaged for relational satisfaction.

Modified Relational Closeness Scale
For the purpose of this study. Please answer the following questions while keeping the parent
that provided / child that received the majority of the homeschool instruction. Please answer the
following on a scale of 1-5.
1
Always

2
Often

3
Neutral

4
Sometimes

5
Never

1. Do you talk openly with your parent/child?
2. Do you have to be careful about what you say to your parent/child?
3. Do you feel comfortable admitting doubts to your parent/child?
4. Is your parent/child interested in talking when you want to talk?
5. Does your parent/child frequently express affection for you?
6. Does your parent/child know what you are really like?
7. Do you feel close to this parent/child?
8. Would your parent/child help you if you had a problem?
9. If you needed money (your child), do you feel comfortable (do they) asking them (you)?
10. Is this parent/child interested in the things you do?
Item 2 recoded.
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Miscellaneous Questions
1. How would you rate homeschool prepared you/your child for the future? (0-100)
0 = not at all, 50 = neutral, 100 = very much
2. Do you think homeschool improved your relationship with your parent/child? (0-100)
0 = not at all, 50 = neutral, 100 = very much

Demographics and Background
All Participants
1. What is your age? (Number slider) 18-100
2. What is your biological sex? (Multiple choice)
- Male
-Female
3. What is the biological sex of the primary child (parent) receiving (providing) instruction?
(Multiple choice)
- Male
- Female
4. What is your race/ethnicity? (Multiple choice)
- White
- Black or African American
- American Indian and Alaska Native
- Asian
- Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
- Bi-racial/Mixed
- Other
5. How long did your homeschool experience last? (Slider of years)
-1 - 15
6. Did homeschool occur during elementary, middle school or high school? (Check all that
apply)
- Elementary
- Middle School
- High School
7. How long since you participated in / taught homeschool? (Slider of years)
- 0 -50
8. Did you participate in a homeschool cooperative? (Multiple choice)
- Yes, all the time
- Yes, some of the time.
- No, not at all.
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